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my colleagues in the Senate to join me 
and the other members of the Budget 
Committee when we report this bill out 
to hold it so at least we can reduce the 
deficit by $34.7 billion. It is important 
to the future of this country that we at 
least take this first step. It is some-
thing we need to work hard on if we ex-
pect a prosperous future for our chil-
dren and grandchildren. 

My children are now grown and have 
good salaries. My grandchildren are 
now going to school. I want to see 
them have the same opportunities to 
grow and save their money and not 
have to face high tax rates because we 
exceeded spending in our generation. It 
is a challenge. It is a challenge, 
though, that we must meet. It is a 
challenge that we cannot put off, and 
the sooner we address this challenge, 
the sooner we are going to reduce def-
icit spending. 

Mr. President, I think my time is 
about ready to expire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority has 11⁄2 minutes remaining in 
morning business. 

Mr. ALLARD. I will use a little more 
of my time. This is really important. It 
is an important time. I commend the 
chairman of the Budget Committee for 
working hard to try and hold down our 
deficits. I know he was very frustrated 
when the budget resolution was before 
the Senate earlier this year. I know he 
had some real hope of holding down 
spending even more than what finally 
ended up in the budget bill. I have sup-
ported him in trying to hold down the 
deficit. We do that by holding down 
spending. 

I know he seems somewhat frustrated 
now because he has not been able to do 
as much as he wanted to do to elimi-
nate the deficit. I think it is important 
that we stand behind the Budget Com-
mittee members, that we stand behind 
the chairman of the Budget Committee 
in trying to reduce the deficit. 

Spending should not be running on 
automatic pilot. To keep this economy 
growing and keep it strong, we are just 
going to have to make some tough de-
cisions. So I urge my colleagues to join 
me in supporting our chairman next 
week in a first step towards reducing 
the deficit. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, 
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2006 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 3010, which 
the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 3010) making appropriations 

for the Departments of Labor, Health and 

Human Services, and Education, and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2006, for other purposes. 

Pending: 
Sununu amendment No. 2214, to provide for 

the funding of the Low-Vision Rehabilitation 
Services Demonstration Project. 

Sununu amendment No. 2215, to increase 
funding for community health centers. 

Reed modified amendment No. 2194, to pro-
vide for appropriations for the Low-Income 
Home Energy Assistance Program. 

Gregg amendment No. 2253, to increase ap-
propriations for the Low-Income Home En-
ergy Assistance Program by $1,276,000,000, 
with an across-the-board reduction. 

Thune modified amendment No. 2193, to 
provide funding for telehealth programs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Iowa and I 
have been conferring on our schedule 
this morning. We have a number of 
amendments lined up. The first amend-
ment will be offered by Senator BYRD 
on title I, scheduled for 10 o’clock. We 
are pretty close to being on schedule. 
There may be some intervening busi-
ness. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
urge our colleagues to come to the 
floor and offer amendments. A cloture 
motion was filed yesterday with ad-
vance notice to all Members. It will be 
voted on tomorrow. Under the rule, 
Members have until 1 o’clock today to 
file amendments. At the moment, we 
have openings in the afternoon. So we 
urge our colleagues to come forward 
with their amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I concur 
with my chairman in that regard. The 
only other observation I make, we are 
not encouraging a lot of amendments. 
We are just saying if you have amend-
ments come over and do them this 
morning or this afternoon so we can 
finish up the bill, hopefully, by tomor-
row. I know there are some important 
amendments—Senator BYRD certainly 
has one coming up on title I—that we 
need to address in this bill. 

Again, I am hopeful, if people do have 
amendments, that they will come over. 
And, again, Members need to know 
amendments have to be filed by 1 p.m. 
today to be considered under the clo-
ture motion. 

Mr. President, I understand that the 
Senator from Rhode Island, Mr. REED, 
needs to make a modification to his 
amendment, and I know, also, the Sen-
ator from Washington, Mrs. MURRAY, 
wants to offer an amendment before we 
begin Senator BYRD’s amendment. Sen-
ator BYRD has been kind enough to 
yield to them a few minutes so we can 
get that done before he proceeds on his 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2194, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent to return to amendment 
No. 2194, as modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2194, AS FURTHER MODIFIED 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I send a 

modification of this amendment to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has a right to modify his amend-
ment. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

On page 158, after line 21 insert: 
In addition to amounts appropriated under 

any other provision of this Act, for making 
payments under title XXVI of the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 
8621 et seq.), $2,920,000,000, which amount is 
designated as an emergency requirement 
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2006. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senator from 
New Jersey, Mr. CORZINE, and the Sen-
ator from Connecticut, Mr. LIEBERMAN, 
be added as cosponsors to my amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Washington. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2220 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I call 
up amendment No. 2220 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendments are 
set aside. The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR-

RAY] proposes an amendment numbered 2220. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide stop gap coverage for 

low-income Seniors and disabled individ-
uals who may lose benefits or suffer a gap 
in coverage due to the implementation of 
the Medicare part D prescription drug ben-
efit) 
On page 153, between lines 17 and 18, insert 

the following: 
In addition, for making payments to 

States for the provision of coverage for pre-
scription drugs under State Medicaid plans 
(notwithstanding section 1935(d)(1) of the So-
cial Security Act) or under separate drug as-
sistance programs to individuals who have 
attained age 65 or are disabled, and whose in-
come does not exceed 150 percent of the na-
tional poverty level or who are eligible for 
medical assistance under the State Medicaid 
plan under a ‘‘medically needy’’ or other 
‘‘spend down’’ eligibility category, including 
such individuals who are eligible for benefits 
under titles XVIII and XIX of the Social Se-
curity Act, receiving assistance under a 
State drug assistance program, or receiving 
coverage under an AIDS Drug Assistance 
Program, to ensure that such individuals do 
not lose coverage for prescription drugs or 
suffer a gap in such coverage due to the im-
plementation of the Medicare prescription 
drug benefit under part D of title XVIII of 
such Act, and for making payments to pro-
viders of items and services under the State 
Medicaid plan, including pharmacists, com-
munity health centers, rural health clinics, 
hospitals, critical access hospitals, and phy-
sicians, for reimbursement of uncompen-
sated costs associated with the provision of 
medically necessary drugs for such individ-
uals, $2,000,000,000: Provided, That a State 
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shall not receive such payments unless the 
State notifies the Centers for Medicare and 
Medicaid Services, not later than December 
31, 2005, of the State’s plan for the provision 
of such coverage: Provided further, That a 
State shall not receive such payments unless 
the State notifies such individuals and pro-
viders of the availability of such coverage: 
Provided further, That the entire amount is 
designated as an emergency requirement 
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2006. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 
talked about this amendment earlier 
today. It provides stopgap coverage for 
low-income seniors and disabled indi-
viduals who may lose their benefits or 
suffer a gap in coverage due to the im-
plementation of the Medicare Part D 
prescription drug benefit. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment be set aside and we come 
back to the amendment to discuss it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I under-

stand Senator BYRD will now offer his 
amendment. I ask unanimous consent 
that at the conclusion of his remarks 
that I be recognized for up to 10 min-
utes to speak on amendment No. 2194. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Senator from West Vir-
ginia is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have no 
objection if the Senator wishes to pro-
ceed at this time. Am I recognized? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia has been rec-
ognized. 

Mr. BYRD. I yield to the Senator, as 
I may, without any objections, for 10 
minutes, and I retain my right to the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2194, AS FURTHER MODIFIED 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, my col-

league Senator GREGG offered an 
amendment to increase funding for the 
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance 
Program, LIHEAP, by $1.276 billion 
yesterday. He will offset the spending 
by an across-the-board cut of almost 1 
percent to all other programs funded 
by this bill—cuts to programs that pro-
tect the public health of our Nation, 
cuts to research to cure diseases, cuts 
to educational programs that help chil-
dren reach their potential and build 
bright futures, and cuts to labor pro-
grams to help our workers remain com-
petitive in the global economy. These 
cuts are very difficult and, indeed, I 
think should be avoided at all costs. 

This is the wrong level of funding for 
the LIHEAP bill and, second, it is the 
wrong way to go about paying for these 
costs. 

First, Senator GREGG based the 
amount of funding in his amendment 
on a letter Senator COLLINS and I wrote 
to the appropriators in September. We 
were pleased to be joined by 43 of our 
colleagues in requesting $1.276 billion 
in emergency spending for LIHEAP. 

Since that time, 51 of our colleagues 
have joined us to vote for an increase 
in spending to $5.1 billion, the full au-
thorized amount. At this point, a ma-
jority of the Senate is on record sup-
porting a much higher level of funding 
for the State grant program. 

The second point about Senator 
GREGG’s amendment is that the $1.276 
billion level of funding requested in our 
letter is different from the money we 
have been discussing and voting on in 
the last several days. The $1.276 billion 
was for emergency funding that could 
be used by the President at his discre-
tion. This would give the President the 
ability to target assistance to the 
States most in need of additional fund-
ing based on increases in energy prices 
and weather conditions. 

Senator GREGG’s amendment adds 
the additional funding into the State 
block grant program, not the emer-
gency discretionary program. Iron-
ically, because of the formula alloca-
tion of this program, the cold-weather 
States that Senator GREGG and all of 
us are attempting to help this winter 
may see only slight increases in fund-
ing. 

I have been provided with different 
analyses of the LIHEAP formula and 
what States will gain and lose under 
the Gregg amendment. This, I must 
say, is a rather arcane formula which 
produces at least two interpretations. 
Based on data from the Department of 
Health and Human Services and a pre-
liminary analysis by CRS, States, such 
as Minnesota, Washington, and Wis-
consin, will see no increase in funding 
under Senator GREGG’s amendment. 
Iowa will see an increase of under 3 
percent. Oregon will see less than a 7.5- 
percent increase, and Maine less than 
10 percent, hardly the targeting we 
need to ensure these States are pre-
pared for the cold weather that is upon 
us and the high energy prices. 

Under a second scenario, another 
analysis—and this is according to the 
Economic Opportunity Study also 
based on data from Health and Human 
Services—States, such as Maine, New 
Hampshire, Iowa, Minnesota, South 
Dakota, Alaska, Nebraska, Wyoming, 
and Montana, may receive only a slight 
increase under the Gregg amendment 
and less funding than they received 
last year when these States received 
both their block grant allocation and 
emergency funds. This will be less 
funding when energy bills are rising 50 
percent, and the Gregg amendment is 
proposing $1 billion in increased spend-
ing. 

The reason there are at least two dif-
ferent scenarios is because of the com-
plex nature of this formula. The cur-
rent LIHEAP formula favors funding to 
cold-weather States up to $1.97 billion 
in appropriations. For funds above that 
level, a new formula determines the al-
location of funding. This new formula 
directs funding to warm-weather 
States in the South and Southwest. 
Therefore, cold weather States in New 
England, the Midwest, and the North 

will see fewer additional dollars despite 
the increase offered by Senator GREGG. 
Cold weather States that need a sub-
stantial increase in assistance now to 
address rising energy prices will not 
get the funding they need under the 
amendment of Senator GREGG. 

The amendment Senator COLLINS and 
I offered adds $2.92 billion to the State 
LIHEAP block grant program. This 
funding, coupled with the money cur-
rently provided in the Labor-HHS ap-
propriations bill, will provide a total of 
$5.1 billion for LIHEAP, the level au-
thorized in the Energy Policy Act of 
2005. This law was passed by this Con-
gress and signed into law by the Presi-
dent just 3 months ago. The $5.1 billion 
level of funding acknowledges the pro-
gram needs and would fully satisfy the 
demands caused by this winter and ris-
ing energy prices or at least go a sub-
stantial way to satisfy all the demands 
throughout the country. Our amend-
ment adds the $2.92 billion to the block 
grant program which provides direct 
assistance to the States. Our funding 
level is sufficient to ensure both cold 
weather and warm weather States get 
the funding they need. 

The other problem that the $1.276 bil-
lion level raises is, because of income 
data, because of cold weather, because 
of the number of Americans who qual-
ify, we need every dollar we can get to 
help Americans this winter, particu-
larly seniors. There are 32 million 
households eligible for LIHEAP assist-
ance under the law, and yet we are 
serving only 5 million. So this is a situ-
ation where demand far exceeds needs 
even at robust funding levels, and at 
the $19.9 billion level, it is dramati-
cally unsatisfactory. Seniors just re-
ceived a $65 adjustment, but this is to-
tally inadequate to deal with the soar-
ing energy prices in all the cold States 
of this Nation. So I believe we have to 
do much more. In fact, the majority of 
the Senate believes that, in supporting 
a higher level of $5.1 billion total ap-
propriation level for LIHEAP. 

The other point I think is disturbing 
about the approach of the Senator is it 
would pay for this by cutting programs 
across the board, cutting very impor-
tant programs that are necessary for 
all of us. 

As the chairman, Senator SPECTER, 
pointed out, this is a barebones bill. It 
does not even have increases for infla-
tion, and we are literally robbing Peter 
to pay Paul if, in fact, we support the 
approach of the Senator from New 
Hampshire. This support for across- 
the-board cuts will leave behind 37,000 
needy students who could be served by 
title I and will reduce IDEA funding for 
special education by $98 million. It 
would drop the Federal share of excess 
special education costs from 18.6 per-
cent in fiscal year 2005 to 17.8 percent 
in fiscal year 2006. It would mean a $63 
million cut in the level for Head Start, 
$32 million below the level of last year, 
and here we have a program that would 
be serving, as a result, 4,400 fewer chil-
dren. 
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We face a challenge this year, a par-

ticular challenge after Katrina, of en-
suring that the second surge from that 
disaster, the surge of high energy 
prices and cold weather, does not leave 
families vulnerable. That is why I am 
so pleased that the majority of the 
Senate supports our approach of $5.1 
total appropriation, and we hope, as 
the votes come, that we will reach the 
60-vote margin we need to prevail. I 
hope we can, in fact, reach that mar-
gin. 

I will join, again, Senator COLLINS in 
urging all our colleagues to support 
our amendment. 

Mr. President, I also commend and 
thank Senator BYRD, first for his kind-
ness in yielding to me and second be-
cause his title I amendment will in-
crease funding. I thank the Senator for 
his valiant work in this regard and his 
concern for those who need that type of 
funding for their education and their 
future. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2275 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendments are 
set aside. The clerk will report, 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD], for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
CORZINE, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mr. KERRY, Mr. REED, Mr. REID, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. DODD, Mr. KOHL, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Ms. MIKUL-
SKI, Mrs. CLINTON, and Mr. DAYTON, proposes 
an amendment numbered 2275. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that further reading of 
the amendment be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide additional funding for 

title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965) 

At the end of title III (before the short 
title), add the following: 
SEC. ll. ADDITIONAL TITLE I FUNDING. 

In addition to amounts otherwise appro-
priated under this Act, there are appro-
priated, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, $5,000,000,000 for 
carrying out title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6301 et seq.), of which— 

(1) $2,500,000,000 shall be for targeted grants 
under section 1125 of such Act; and 

(2) $2,500,000,000 shall be for education fi-
nance incentive grants under section 1125A 
of such Act. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have of-
fered an amendment on behalf of the 
Nation’s disadvantaged students and 
the schools that are struggling to edu-
cate these disadvantaged students. 

Hear me, I have offered an amend-
ment on behalf of the Nation’s dis-
advantaged students and the schools 
that are struggling to educate them. 
When Congress passed the No Child 
Left Behind Act 4 years ago—how short 

are our memories—it promised—get 
this—we promised to give schools the 
funding they would need to help every 
young person in this country to suc-
ceed in the classroom. I wish I had that 
when I was starting out in a two-room 
schoolhouse 80 years ago. That promise 
has not been kept. We have not even 
come close, and there is no better ex-
ample of that broken promise than the 
title I program. 

Title I is the most important Federal 
education program we have. Did you 
hear, Senators? Title I is the most im-
portant Federal education program we 
have. It helps the students who need 
help the most—who need help. 

When Caesar was about to drown, 
Caesar said: 

Help me, Cassius, or I sink! 

Here is a program that is not well. It 
needs help or it will sink—help for the 
millions of children who are being left 
behind. 

It is also the program that, under the 
No Child Left Behind Act, will hold 
schools accountable—yes, hold schools 
accountable for improving student per-
formance. They should be held ac-
countable. That is why when Congress 
wrote the No Child Left Behind Act it 
authorized specific funding levels for 
title I for every year through fiscal 
year 2007. But every year—now get 
this—every year when it is time to ap-
propriate the money, we have come up 
short. 

This chart here beside me tells the 
story. Focus your eyes on this chart. 
Here is the title to the chart, ‘‘Falling 
Behind On ‘No Child Left Behind.’ ’’ 
How about that? ‘‘Falling Behind On 
‘No Child Left Behind.’ ’’ The numbers 
are in billions, billions of dollars. Take 
a good look at this chart, I say. This 
chart tells the story, a pretty sordid 
story. The first year of the law, fiscal 
year 2002—this bar right here—the No 
Child Left Behind Act authorized $13.5 
billion. There it is, the first year: $13.5 
billion authorized. How much did Con-
gress appropriate? Congress appro-
priated just $10.3 billion. The blue 
shows $13.5 billion authorized. The red 
shows we fell short. We only appro-
priated $10.3 billion. 

In fiscal year 2003, watch this gap. 
The gap grew wider. The blue line 
shows that Congress authorized $16 bil-
lion, the blue bar, but Congress appro-
priated just $11.7 billion. There was $16 
billion authorized, $11.7 billion appro-
priated. 

Each year, as one can see on this 
chart, Congress has fallen further and 
further behind, behind in its promise to 
America’s most needy students. 

The authorized amount for fiscal 
year 2006—that is where we are now— 
appropriating moneys for fiscal year 
2006, the authorized amount is $22.75, 
way over here on the chart, $22.75 bil-
lion. But the amount in this bill is just 
$12.8. Look at it. That is $10 billion less 
than the law promised to these dis-
advantaged students and to the schools 
in which they study. What a shame, $10 
billion less—$22.75 was authorized, $12.8 
billion was appropriated. 

What a gap, $10 billion. That is $10 
for every minute since Jesus Christ 
was born—$10 billion. That is $10 for 
every minute since Jesus Christ was 
born. What a gap. What a gap, $10 bil-
lion. That is enough to provide the full 
range of title I services to more than 3 
million needy students who are cur-
rently being left behind by our Na-
tion’s schools. And at the current fund-
ing level in the Senate bill, they will 
continue to be left behind. 

We got a hard look at some of those 
disadvantaged students during Hurri-
canes Katrina and Rita. Those disas-
ters cast a bright light on a part of 
America that many people would like 
to pretend does not exist—a part of 
America where the school buildings are 
crumbling, where there are not enough 
good teachers, and students are afraid 
for their own safety. These are real live 
people, live students who have a future, 
who have a horizon out there, who have 
a vision, and yet we are not keeping 
our promise to them. They are being 
left behind. 
I took a piece of plastic clay 
And idly fashioned it one day 
And as my fingers pressed it still 
It moved and yielded to my will. 

I came again when days were past, 
The bit of clay was hard at last. 
The form I gave it, it still bore 
And I could change that form no more. 

I took a piece of living clay 
And gently formed it day by day 
And molded with my power and art 
A young child’s soft and yielding heart. 

I came again when years were gone, 
He was a man I looked upon. 
He still that early impress wore 
And I can change him never more. 

Never more, never more. 
That is what we are talking about, a 

piece of human clay, human clay. 
We are leaving those children behind. 
Those are exactly the kinds of stu-

dents who are being left behind today 
and they are exactly the kinds of stu-
dents who can be helped by title I. 

America can do better. I say America 
can do better for these students. That 
is why I am offering this amendment to 
increase funding for title I. I wish I 
could increase this program by the en-
tire $10 billion to fulfill this commit-
ment, our commitment, the commit-
ment we made when Congress passed 
the No Child Left Behind Act. However, 
I know I wouldn’t get enough votes 
from the other side of the aisle, I have 
to say. They are all good people over 
on the other side. They are all patri-
otic people. They are good citizens and 
they are dedicated to the service of the 
people. But I realize I can be wrong 
sometimes. I think they are wrong. I 
don’t think some of them will vote for 
this. We will see. 

I am proposing instead that we get 
halfway there. We are just going half-
way—$10 billion shortage—$10 billion 
shortage in our promise for the chil-
dren, the disadvantaged children of 
this country, $10 billion short. I am 
going to ask for half of that, at least 
try to close half the gap, half of it. 

I am proposing that we get half the 
way there, that we close the gap over 2 
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years: $5 billion now, $5 billion the fol-
lowing year. I am proposing we get 
halfway there, that we close the gap 
over 2 years by adding $5 billion. 

That is enough to fully serve more 
than 1.5 million disadvantaged stu-
dents who the administration would 
leave behind, and we would leave be-
hind. These children will be taught by 
highly qualified teachers and receive 
the complete range of instructional 
services called for under the No Child 
Left Behind Act. States will benefit 
from this amendment—your State, Mr. 
President, your State, my State. 

In my own State of West Virginia, 
schools would receive a total increase 
of just $800,000 for title I if the bill is 
passed as it is now. Under my amend-
ment, those students in West Virginia 
would receive an additional $39 million 
above the bill. Tennessee would receive 
an additional $78 million. 

Do you hear me? The people of Ten-
nessee—are you listening? Are you lis-
tening? Tennessee would receive an ad-
ditional $78 million. 

Pennsylvania—are you listening? 
Pennsylvania is the State of which 
Benjamin Franklin was once president. 
Yes. Old Ben Franklin. Pennsylvania 
would receive an additional $185 mil-
lion. 

Louisiana would receive an addi-
tional $111 million; Mississippi, an ad-
ditional $62 million. 

I offered a similar amendment 2 
years ago and those who opposed my 
amendment argued then that Congress 
is under no obligation to fund title I at 
the authorizing level because author-
izations are only guidelines. Title I is 
not your average authorization pro-
gram. Most educational authorizations 
don’t put requirements on States and 
local school districts, but the title I 
program in the No Child Left Behind 
Act puts more requirements on our Na-
tion’s schools than any law in the past 
35 years. 

This law requires every State to de-
velop a plan for helping all students 
reach a proficient or advanced level of 
achievement within 12 years. That is 
all students. That is all students, not 
just those in the affluent suburbs. No, 
not just those in the affluent suburbs, 
but poor students in Appalachia. That 
is where I come from, you see. When I 
was a boy I would have been included, 
ROBERT BYRD. And the gulf coast in-
cludes children with disabilities. Do 
you hear me? Hear, listen. That in-
cludes children with disabilities. And it 
includes students of all races. How 
about that? And ethnicity. How about 
that? All races, all ethnicities. 

Schools must leave no child behind— 
not your child, not my great-grand-
child. And if schools that receive title 
I funds fall short of this goal, they face 
serious consequences. Schools that fail 
to make adequate yearly progress in 
raising student performance for 2 con-
secutive years—listen to this—have to 
give students the option of transferring 
to another public school. Yes. That 
means the school has to redirect 

money it would have spent for instruc-
tion and use it—for what?—for trans-
portation instead. 

This past school year, almost 11,000 
schools and districts in the country 
failed to make adequate yearly 
progress for at least 2 straight years. 

Did you hear that? Almost 11,000— 
11,000—schools and districts in this 
country failed this past year to make 
adequate yearly progress for at least 2 
straight years. 

The penalties get more severe the 
longer the school fails to make ade-
quate yearly progress. Ultimately, if a 
title I school falls short for 5 years in 
a row, it can be taken over—get this— 
the school can be taken over by the 
State, or the entire staff can be fired. 

Help me, Cassius, or I sink. 

These are serious penalties. The en-
tire staff can be fired. There is the 
door. There is the door. The entire staff 
can be fired and replaced. That gets 
pretty tough. That hits close to home. 

These are serious penalties, and I 
support them. I believe it is high time 
that we hold schools accountable for 
their performance and getting their act 
together. I believe it is high time we 
hold schools accountable for their per-
formance. But—here is the conjunction 
‘‘but’’—I also believe that if we in the 
Congress are going to demand that 
schools raise student achievement, we, 
I, you, Senators, all Senators, all Mem-
bers of the other body, if we are going 
to demand that schools raise student 
achievement, we have a responsibility 
to provide those schools with the addi-
tional resources that they need to im-
prove. 

That is what we are talking about on 
this chart. We are falling short. We are 
falling behind in the No Child Left Be-
hind Act. Unfortunately, as I say, we 
are not keeping our promise. In fact, 
for most school districts, Federal funds 
are moving in the opposite direction. 
In fiscal year 2004, more than half of 
the Nation’s school districts received 
less title I funding than they did the 
year before. What a shame. How about 
that. Look at that. 

Listen. Hear me. I will say that 
again. 

In fiscal year 2004, more than half of 
the Nation’s school districts received 
less title I funding than they did the 
year before. In fiscal 2005, two-thirds of 
school districts took a cut in title I 
funding. 

If Congress passes the Senate bill as 
it stands now, most districts will re-
ceive less title I funding for the third 
year in a row. That is not what Con-
gress promised. That is not what Con-
gress intended when it passed the No 
Child Left Behind Act. 

The funding level for title I in this 
bill is a betrayal of the law and it is 
unfair to all people in this country who 
are working so hard to implement the 
law. Parents and teachers want their 
schools to be held accountable. They 
want every child—not just this one or 
that one but every child—to succeed. 
They are holding up their end of the 

bargain. Are we? Are we holding up our 
end of the bargain? It is time for the 
Congress to do the same. 

I voted for the No Child Left Behind 
Act. I support the reforms in that law. 
But schools need more funding if we 
are truly going to leave no child be-
hind. What is more important than our 
children? What is more important than 
the education of our children? 

I urge my fellow Senators to approve 
this amendment. We gave our word to 
the people, didn’t we? Yes, we gave our 
word to the people when we passed the 
No Child Left Behind Act. Let us keep 
our word. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

VITTER). The Senator from Pennsyl-
vania is recognized. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
listened with great interest to the com-
ments by the very distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia. It is always a 
treat to listen to Senator BYRD, hear a 
little Roman history, hear a tune from 
time to time, and hear the lengthy ex-
perience that Senator BYRD brings to 
this august body. 

He was elected to the House of Rep-
resentatives in 1952. Before that he had 
been a legislator for the State of West 
Virginia. He was elected to the Senate 
in 1958. We were reminiscing the other 
day about his having served with Presi-
dent Truman, only for a few days, be-
cause President Truman did not run in 
1952. President Eisenhower did. And 
Senator BYRD always very carefully de-
nominates the service ‘‘with’’ as op-
posed to ‘‘under.’’ That is exactly cor-
rect. I share his insistence on parity. 

When they wrote the Constitution, 
Congress was article I, not the execu-
tive branch. It did not come in until ar-
ticle II, and the judiciary, not until ar-
ticle III. But the Supreme Court has 
sort of rewritten the Constitution more 
than once. 

Now, if we were to rewrite the Con-
stitution, they would be article I. I 
don’t know where the Congress would 
be, they have taken away so much of 
our authority. We have lost our author-
ity under the commerce clause. 

The Supreme Court wrote an opinion 
in a case called United States v. Morri-
son involving the legislation on pro-
tecting women against violence; not-
withstanding a mountain of evidence, a 
voluminous record, they said it was in-
sufficient, and they disagreed with our 
‘‘method of reasoning.’’ 

It surprised me, in preparation for 
the hearings from Chief Justice Rob-
erts, to know that Congress had a de-
fective method of reasoning. I didn’t 
know that until I read that in the Su-
preme Court opinion. Somehow when 
you move from the columns of Con-
gress, the Senate, lined up directly 
with the columns of the Supreme 
Court, you lose some reasoning capac-
ity in the interim—which I doubt very 
much. Then when they interpreted the 
Americans with Disabilities Act, Jus-
tice Scalia said they were tasking the 
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Congress, getting us to do our home-
work, that we had not made a suffi-
cient record. 

So when I listen to Senator BYRD 
talk about the Constitution and about 
our duties, it is with great interest. I 
recollect a few years back when Sen-
ator BYRD chaired the Committee on 
Appropriations and I had the audacity 
to challenge his mark. It was not done 
by any Senator. I thought I had that 
standing. I looked at my Commission 
of Elections, and I had that standing. I 
got 3 votes out of 29: Senator D’Amato, 
Senator Kasten voted with me. Senator 
Kasten was not here at the 1992 elec-
tions, so it was a long time ago that 
Senator BYRD looked across the table 
in S–128, the appropriations room, and 
said: Someday you may be chairman, 
you may set the mark. 

I am not too far away and have not 
gotten there yet to be chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

We wrestle with these appropriations 
budgets. It is really a tough job. This 
subcommittee of the bill we have today 
for $145 billion has to fund education 
and health, which are our two major 
capital assets. If you do not have good 
health, you cannot do anything. If you 
cannot have a good education, you can-
not move ahead in this world. Senator 
BYRD and I have both benefited from a 
good education. I didn’t come from a 
school quite as small as his. I went to 
high school in a town of 5,000, Russell, 
KS, where Bob Dole had gone to high 
school. However, education is the key 
to the future and I know that, and I ap-
preciate that. 

We have struggled mightily to make 
the best allocation we can with the pri-
orities ahead. As I listened to Senator 
BYRD talk about title I of No Child Left 
Behind, I would like to see the funding 
increased on No Child Left Behind. I 
would see our priorities on a budget of 
$2.6 trillion arranged differently if I set 
the priorities. 

Maybe someday I will get to be chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions and can set the priorities. But 
even as I say that, there is so little of 
that money in discretionary spending 
that so much of the authority of the 
Committee on Appropriations is taken 
away. We have to do the best we can. 
We labored mightily to craft the best 
priorities we could. 

There will be a number of amend-
ments. There was an amendment of-
fered yesterday by the Senator from 
Massachusetts, Mr. KENNEDY, on Pell 
grants. I would like to have had more 
money for Pell grants. I said if Senator 
KENNEDY can show the priorities of 
what could be cut, I would be glad to 
consider that. 

As I listened to Senator BYRD today, 
I would like to have $5 billion more and 
accept his amendment and see more 
money go to title I and No Child Left 
Behind, but the money simply is not 
there. 

I have to disagree with my distin-
guished colleague when he says there 
has been a betrayal of the promise. I 

don’t think the authorization con-
stitutes a proposition. The authoriza-
tion is always higher than the appro-
priation. In the dark ages of the past, 
my colleague—Senator HARKIN is re-
turning to the Senate—the dark ages of 
the past when Senator HARKIN was 
chairman of this subcommittee, Demo-
crats took control in that fateful time, 
the spring of 2001, and controlled the 
budget process 2001 and 2002 for about a 
17-month period. I took a look at what 
the figures were at that time. I noted 
the authorization on title I for fiscal 
year 2002 was $13.5 billion, and the ap-
propriation was $10.35 billion. I under-
stood that because we crafted that bill 
together. 

When I say the ‘‘dark ages’’ I say it 
only in jest. Senator HARKIN and I have 
worked coordinately. With all the bick-
ering that exists in this Senate—and it 
is a lot—there is a deep trench here 
that crosses the aisle on many days in 
the Senate but not when TOM HARKIN 
and ARLEN SPECTER or BOB BYRD and 
THAD COCHRAN or TED STEVENS work 
on a bill. We cross the partisan line. 

Senator HARKIN and the Democrat- 
controlled Congress could not fund it 
all the way up to the authorization. 
And in 2003, again, when Senator HAR-
KIN was chairman of the subcommittee, 
the authorization was $16 billion and 
the appropriation was $11.689 billion. 

I took a look at the funding for the 5 
years of the Bush administration and 
compared it to funding in the 5 years of 
President Clinton’s administration. As 
to title I, under the Bush administra-
tion, the budget request for fiscal year 
2006 is $13.342 billion; President Clin-
ton’s last year at $8.357 billion. There 
was an increase during the Bush years 
of $4.985 billion. 

With President Clinton, I compared 
from 1997 to 2001. In 1997, the budget re-
quest by the President was $7.165 bil-
lion, and President Clinton’s last year 
it was $8.357 billion. So there was an in-
crease during President Clinton’s 
watch of $1.192 billion. 

I cite those figures only to point out 
President Bush has not done too badly 
by comparison to President Clinton. 
They both struggled as well. 

When we look at the total funding on 
education, President Bush’s budget for 
2006 is $56.219 billion, going back to 2001 
as a base, $40.088 billion, the education 
budget request by President Clinton 
has increased $16.131 billion. 

If you take a comparable period for 
President Clinton and use the fiscal 
year 2001 figures of $40.088 billion con-
trasted with fiscal year 1997, $25.829 bil-
lion, there was an increase of $14.259 
billion. 

Now, these figures are subject to dif-
ferences of inflation. They are not 
exact. But it ought to be understood, or 
at least the point I seek to make is 
that it is not a political matter. When 
it comes to education there is recogni-
tion by both parties that it is a very 
high priority item. 

On the comparison, I find fault with 
neither party. Both Presidents have 

tried to do what they could with a lot 
of conflicting problems. Certainly, 
when Senator HARKIN was the chair-
man of the subcommittee, he did his 
best. We worked together. When I had 
an idea, I would bring it to him and we 
would try to work it out. When he had 
an idea, he would bring it to me and I 
would try to work it out. 

We have been talking about the avian 
flu issue, which we will talk about 
later. I was in my hideaway—that is a 
small Senate office for somebody 
watching on C–SPAN2, where you go to 
hide to try to get some work done, in-
stead of your office where you are sur-
rounded by many assistants who want 
answers to their specific problems 
which are the most pressing of the day. 

The phone rang. It was Senator HAR-
KIN trying to prepare an opening state-
ment for the Harriet Miers confirma-
tion hearings. We have other work to 
do besides this big appropriations bill. 
It was quiet until the phone rang. It 
was Senator HARKIN. Would I take a 
call from Senator HARKIN? Of course, I 
will take a call from Senator HARKIN, 
put him through. 

We talked about avian flu and what 
we are going to do. He had some good 
ideas on avian flu, and we will discuss 
that in some detail a little later today. 

Wherever he has an idea, and I am 
the chairman, I am all ears. If I can ac-
commodate Senator HARKIN, I am 
going to do so. He was hard to get off 
the phone this morning. That happens 
from time to time. He was giving me a 
very heavy pitch. I tried to interrupt 
him at one point and said: TOM, I hate 
to say this, but I think you are right. 

It didn’t stop him, he kept going, 
kept going. About 30 seconds after I 
said that, he stopped, and said: Yes, 
you said I was right. 

I said: That’s right, TOM. Can we fin-
ish this conversation and continue it in 
the Senate when we have the issue be-
fore the Senate? 

In conclusion—the two most popular 
words of any speech—while I would like 
to agree with Senator BYRD and I 
would like to see $5 billion more, we do 
not have the money under the alloca-
tion. If anybody has any ideas about 
how to rearrange the priorities, I am 
willing to listen. 

It is customary for the allocation, 
the appropriation, to be under the au-
thorization. That happens whether 
Democrat or Republican. You do not 
put on a villain’s hat necessarily be-
cause you are in one party or the other. 
We will continue the struggle and con-
tinue to try to do our best on edu-
cation. 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia for his contribu-
tions. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa is recognized. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, as al-

ways, it is a joy and interesting to lis-
ten to my friend and colleague, my 
chairman, talk about the past and 
what we have done together. He is 
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right, we have worked together closely. 
I followed his lead on a lot of things, 
such as when ARLEN SPECTER, back in 
the mid-1990s, wanted to do double 
funding for NIH. He took the lead on 
that. I did what I could to help. And we 
got the job done under his great leader-
ship. 

So we have worked together on a lot 
of different things. And where we have 
had differences, we have had dif-
ferences, but we have always been, I 
think, upfront and open about those 
differences. While I love ARLEN SPEC-
TER dearly, and respect him greatly, he 
is not my twin, he is not my clone, so 
we do have different ways of approach-
ing things once in a while. And that is 
the way it ought to be around here. 
There should not be, as he said, this big 
gulf between us, but there ought to be 
an honest airing of differences of views 
on how we ought to approach things. 

Take the Byrd amendment, for exam-
ple. I stated earlier, when we first 
brought the bill to the floor, that Sen-
ator SPECTER had done a superb job, 
and he was always open with my staff 
and me in crafting and putting to-
gether this bill. I said when you are 
dealt a bad hand, you have to do the 
best you can. And Senator SPECTER 
did. So in terms of the bill itself and 
how it is crafted, I do not have prob-
lems. 

What I have problems with is our al-
location. That is where I have prob-
lems. Since I did not support the budg-
et, I said at the time we laid the bill 
down the other day: Look, if people are 
going to come here with amendments 
that offset and jiggle things around in 
the bill, I will not support it because 
we worked very hard, Senator SPECTER 
worked very hard, to craft a bill that 
was fair in terms of what we had to 
deal with. So I would not support 
amendments which jiggle things 
around. But if someone has an amend-
ment they want to offer which would 
not jiggle things around, but add 
money—which I understand takes 60 
votes to waive the Budget Act—I am 
going to be for that because I don’t 
agree with the Budget Act. I don’t 
agree with what the budget calls for. 

Mr. BYRD. I don’t either. 
Mr. HARKIN. So I will support the 

Byrd amendment because he is not try-
ing to take money from one pot and 
move it to another; he is saying the 
budget was wrong. We ought to waive 
it and put the money in. 

Now, with all due respect, again, to 
my friend from Pennsylvania, in going 
back over the history of this, I wish to 
point out that the Byrd amendment 
only closes 50 percent of the gap be-
tween the authorization level and what 
is in the Senate bill. 

I have here a chart that shows the 
authorization and the appropriations 
levels going back to fiscal year 2002. 
Senator SPECTER made mention there 
was an interim period there when our 
party was in charge for about a year, so 
we were in charge of the budget and 
the appropriations at that time. 

I point out that at that point our ap-
propriations were a little over 70 per-
cent, maybe about 75 percent of the au-
thorization level. Today, we are less 
than 40 percent of the authorization 
level. So what Senator BYRD has said is 
the authorization level is going up, our 
appropriations are staying flat. We now 
have this huge gap. We are trying to 
close this gap. It is not 100 percent. It 
is about 50 percent of closing that gap, 
and that would tend to bring us back to 
about where we were 3 or 4 years ago, 
in terms of the difference between the 
authorization level and the appropria-
tions level. 

Now, there is one other thing that 
happened during this period of time. 
The Congress passed something called 
No Child Left Behind, a new mandate 
on the States, a new mandate that 
States had to do in education. Now, I 
am on the authorizing committee for 
education. At that time, Senator KEN-
NEDY was our chairman. I can remem-
ber sitting at the White House, and I 
can remember sitting up here in meet-
ings discussing No Child Left Behind, I 
say to my friend from West Virginia, 
and about what it was going to cost. 

The White House, through their rep-
resentatives, agreed on what level we 
would fund No Child Left Behind. Now, 
that was only authorization because it 
was an authorization bill. But we were 
told by the White House that they 
would meet these authorization levels. 
One of the reasons I voted for the bill, 
not that I was enamored with it, but I 
felt the White House had made a com-
mitment they would fund No Child Left 
Behind at the levels we agreed to. We 
agreed with the White House: These 
levels? OK, yes, we agree at these lev-
els. 

Here they are. This level, right here, 
$22.75 billion for fiscal year 2006. That 
is what we agreed upon. Yet our appro-
priation for this year is $12.8 billion. 
That is why I said it is about—well, I 
said 40 percent. I made a mistake. It is 
a little over 50 percent. But in fiscal 
year 2002, we were at about 75 percent 
of funding, and that was at the begin-
ning of No Child Left Behind. 

So what Senator BYRD is trying to do 
is make us live up to what we had 
agreed to do, with both the White 
House and the States. I dare say, any 
Senator here who goes home and talks 
to their State government, talks to 
their school districts—go out and talk 
to your school districts and find out 
what they are saying about No Child 
Left Behind. They are saying: Wait a 
minute. You put all of these mandates 
on us. You said you were going to fund 
it. Now you are not, and now we are 
being penalized because we can’t meet 
the goals of No Child Left Behind. 

We have put them in kind of what 
they call a catch-22 situation: Darned 
if you do; darned if you don’t. Either 
way, you lose. 

So that is why I am supporting Sen-
ator BYRD’s amendment. The budget 
needs to be waived. We need to meet 
our commitments on this. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will 
yield to the Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I wish to 
ask a question of my colleague from 
Iowa, in support of the amendment 
being offered by the Senator from West 
Virginia. It was only a few years ago 
that I offered an amendment, during 
the authorizing bill, to fully fund title 
I. That amendment carried with over 70 
votes to fully fund title I in this Cham-
ber. It was only a matter of months 
ago. That was an authorization bill. It 
was not the appropriations bill. All of 
us are certainly adults, and we know 
the authorizing levels do not always 
meet with the appropriations. But we 
have gone on record supporting this. 

I wish to underscore the point the 
Senator is making and the Senator 
from West Virginia made; and that is, 
I hear it. My State, in fact, has filed a 
lawsuit on the No Child Left Behind 
Act because of restrictions being re-
quired of them. 

Now, again, similar to the Senator 
from Iowa and the Senator from West 
Virginia, I have great respect for this 
law because it is a civil rights bill, in 
my view. It says we should no longer 
tolerate social promotions of children. 
We ought to be insisting there ought to 
be accountability at every single level. 

The essence of the bill Senator KEN-
NEDY and others drafted, that we were 
a part of, I think is sound. I think his-
tory will prove it to be such. The great 
shortcoming is not the failure of the 
law. The law is sound. It is sensible. It 
makes sense. The failure is as the Sen-
ator from Iowa and the Senator from 
West Virginia pointed out; and that is, 
we have not lived up to the commit-
ment we made. 

Mr. HARKIN. That is right. 
Mr. DODD. We turned around and 

voted overwhelmingly for that law. 
President Bush wanted it. The Depart-
ment of Education wanted it. The Con-
gress wanted it. We said: This is what 
we will do. Yet month after month, 
since enactment of that legislation, we 
have failed to meet that obligation. 
That is the great tragedy in all of this, 
not the No Child Left Behind law, but 
the failure of the Congress and the 
President to say to the people of our 
respective States: This is what you 
must do. And by the way, we will be 
here to see to it the funding is there to 
support those efforts. We have gone on 
record in this body, and we are now de-
nying our own record if we turn down 
this amendment offered by Senator 
BYRD. 

I wish to reinforce the point made by 
the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from Connecticut. He was 
also on the education committee and 
was involved in those discussions dur-
ing No Child Left Behind. The Senator 
from Connecticut chaired the edu-
cation subcommittee there, so he 
knows full well the commitments that 
were made at that time by the White 
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House and the Congress to fund it. Sen-
ator KENNEDY was absolutely right, we 
are not doing what we agreed to do in 
this regard. 

Mr. President, prior to yielding the 
floor, might I ask, what is the pending 
business before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAHAM). The Byrd amendment is the 
pending amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2283 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Byrd 
amendment be temporarily set aside. I 
have an amendment I send to the desk 
and ask for its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for 

himself, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. REID, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mr. BAYH, and Mr. JOHNSON, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2283. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To make available funds for 

pandemic flu preparedness) 
On page 222, at the appropriate place at the 

end of Title V, insert the following: 
TITLE . 

SECTION 101. 
(a) From the money in the Treasury not 

otherwise obligated or appropriated, there 
are appropriated to the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention $7,975,000,000 for ac-
tivities relating to a pandemic influenza epi-
demic during the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2006, which shall be available 
until expended. 

(b) Of the amount appropriated under sub-
section (a)— 

(1) $3,680,000,000 shall be for stockpiling of 
antivirals and necessary medical supplies re-
lating to pandemic influenza and public 
health infrastructure, of which not less than 
$600,000,000 shall be for grants to state and 
local public health agencies for emergency 
preparedness; 

(2) $60,000,000 shall be for global surveil-
lance relating to avian flu; 

(3) $3,300,000 shall be to increase the na-
tional investment in domestic vaccine infra-
structure including development and re-
search; 

(4) $750,000,000 shall be for improving hos-
pital preparedness and surge capacity and 
health information technology systems and 
networks to improve detection of influenza 
outbreaks; 

(5) $75,000,000 shall be for risk communica-
tion and outreach to providers, businesses, 
and to the American public; 

(6) $100,000,000 shall be for research and 
CDC lab capacity related to pandemic influ-
enza; and 

(7) $10,000,000 for surveillance of migratory 
birds for the occurrence of influenza. 

(c) This title shall take effect on the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2275 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that we now return 
to the Byrd amendment and that it be 
the pending business of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. With that, I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts, 
Mr. KENNEDY, wishes to speak for 5 
minutes. If I may take 5 seconds. 

I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 

thank our leaders on education: Sen-
ator BYRD on Title I, Senator DODD on 
the Head Start program, and Senator 
CLINTON on IDEA. As I did yesterday, I 
pay tribute to the chairman of the sub-
committee, Senator SPECTER, because 
when education issues have been before 
the Senate, he has voted for increases 
in funding. 

But the Senator from West Virginia 
will remember, during the budget con-
sideration, this body asked for $5 bil-
lion more in education funding. The 
budget went to conference. We did not 
get $5 billion. We did not get $4 billion. 
We did not get $3 billion. We did not 
get $2 billion. We did not get $1 billion. 
We got zero. 

Now we have the opportunity, with 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from West Virginia, to do something 
for the neediest children in this coun-
try. Those are Title I children. 

In the early 1960s, this Nation made a 
commitment and said: For the poorest 
of the poor children in this Nation, we 
are going to recognize a national re-
sponsibility. Those were Title I chil-
dren. We have, over a long period of 
time, tried to focus on improving op-
portunities for the most disadvantaged 
students. But as my friends and col-
leagues on our Education Committee 
said, we heard the President of the 
United States say: We are going to do 
even more for those children with the 
No Child Left Behind Act. Instead what 
we have seen is a failure to meet that 
commitment. 

One of the most important reasons 
for supporting the Senator from West 
Virginia, the Senator from Con-
necticut, and the Senator from New 
York on their amendments is that we 
find, when we provide this help and as-
sistance, it works. You have positive 
results. 

I refer you to what has happened in 
my own State of Massachusetts. 
Today, in my State of Massachusetts, 
we are No. 1 in the country for fourth 
graders and tied for first for eight grad-
ers on the Nation’s Report Card be-
cause we did a real No Child Left Be-
hind, the Education Reform Act, 8 
years before the No Child Left Behind 
Act was signed into law. The reforms 
included smaller class sizes, better 
trained teachers, and supplementary 
services. Parents were involved in deci-
sionmaking. This is what the Senator 
from West Virginia wants to do. He 

wants to make sure the whole country 
can catch up and make sure we keep 
the commitment we made when this 
President signed the No Child Left Be-
hind Act and said we were going to 
have proficiency guaranteed to all the 
children in this country. The Senator 
from West Virginia says: Well, we are 
not going to leave the more than 3 mil-
lion children behind who will be left 
behind without his particular amend-
ment. I thank the Senator from West 
Virginia for offering the amendment. I 
hope the Senate will adopt it. 

Finally, Mr. President, I am a strong 
supporter of and pay tribute to our 
leader on Head Start, the Senator from 
Connecticut, who used to be the chair-
man of our children’s caucus. He has 
been the battler and fighter for the 
program. Every study shows that the 
money invested in children at the ear-
liest age is the most productive and 
useful in education. Head Start chil-
dren are less likely to repeat a grade, 
less likely to need special education 
services, and more likely to complete 
school. I also applaud the work of the 
Senator from New York on IDEA. We 
are far behind in meeting our responsi-
bility to many of the children who 
have faced some of the most difficult 
challenges—those who have both phys-
ical and mental disabilities. The 
amendment offered by the Senator will 
go a long way to providing the re-
sources needed to ensure that students 
with disabilities receive the resources 
they need to succeed. I applaud her ef-
forts. 

With these amendments on Title I, 
Head Start and IDEA, we have an op-
portunity to speak about the future. 
Education is about opportunity. It is 
about fairness. It is about competitive-
ness. And it is about national security. 
Hopefully, the Senate will go on record 
and support these three measures. Our 
children and our schools need our help. 
They need it now more than ever, and 
so does the Nation. I urge my col-
leagues to approve all three of these 
amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I hope the 
Senate will vote quickly. But before it 
does, I thank the Senators who have 
just spoken, particularly the manager 
of the bill, Mr. SPECTER. He is an out-
standing Senator. I have seen this Sen-
ate turn over more than 3 times, com-
plete turnover of 100 Senators more 
than 3 times. I tell you, my friends, I 
have never seen a more eloquent, more 
dedicated Senator to his State, to his 
people, to the people of this country, to 
his work here, than Senator SPECTER. I 
admire him. Some day when he runs 
for reelection, I may make a little con-
tribution to him. I will leave that for 
another time. 

I also thank my colleagues. What 
splendid colleagues they are. Senator 
DODD, traveling in the wake of the Sen-
ator from Connecticut who signed the 
Constitution of the United States. 
What a man, Roger Sherman. And then 
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the Senator from Massachusetts, TED 
KENNEDY. What a great State that was 
and is. Read your history on the Revo-
lutionary War, those times. Someone 
talked recently about the people of my 
generation who saw World War I, who 
lived through World War II and the 
Vietnam War, the other wars we have 
participated in, the Great Depression. 
My, these are great Senators. I can see 
their pictures out there on the medal-
lions in the room just outside this 
Chamber. And the chairman and rank-
ing member of this committee, my, 
what Senators they are. They are 
right, and they are right to oppose it in 
saying we don’t have the money. I 
know they are right. But Congress 
could shift those priorities. 

How about the big tax cuts for the 
wealthy? How about the war in Iraq? 
How much are we spending there in 
treasure, to say nothing of the blood 
that is being spilled? Yes, we could do 
better, but we are doing the best we 
can under the circumstances now. I 
don’t fault the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. I admire him. If I were in his po-
sition, I would understand his responsi-
bility. 

My responsibility is to try. We can do 
better. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I raise 

a point of order under section 302(f) of 
the Congressional Budget Act that the 
amendment provides budget authority 
and outlays in excess of the sub-
committee’s 302(b) allocation for fiscal 
year 2006 and, therefore, is not in order. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, pursuant 
to section 904 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, for which I voted, I 
move to waive the applicable sections 
of that act for purposes of the pending 
amendment, and I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, it 

would be my preference to stack the 
votes, unless the Senator from West 
Virginia would like to have a vote now. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I prefer to 
have the vote now. 

Mr. SPECTER. All right. In deference 
to the Senator from West Virginia, we 
will accede to his request. It would be 
my hope—I talked to Senator HARKIN 
about this—that to the extent we can, 
while we have people here ready to 
offer amendments—we have just 
worked out a time agreement with 
Senator DODD, 45 minutes equally di-
vided for his amendment—while we 
have Senators in the Chamber ready to 
proceed, we do so to the extent we can, 
unless there is a circumstance which 
requires a different outcome. 

I understand Senator ALEXANDER 
may have a related issue. I have just 
been informed about that. May I sug-
gest to the Chair that we hear from 
Senator ALEXANDER to see how it im-

pacts on the vote before we move ahead 
with the vote? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Tennessee is recognized. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, it 
would be my purpose to introduce an 
amendment that would increase fund-
ing for title I to the level President 
Bush has recommended. I propose that 
we set aside the pending amendment so 
that I may introduce that amendment. 
Perhaps we could vote on those two 
amendments. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator from Tennessee if he would 
be agreeable to a time limit of, say, 30 
minutes equally divided? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Certainly. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I propose 

that we vote on this amendment. The 
Senator can still offer an amendment if 
he wishes to do so after this vote. Let’s 
go. I ask for the vote. I object to any 
request to set this amendment aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Under the regular 

order, we will then proceed to a vote, 
objection having been heard. We will 
entertain Senator ALEXANDER’s amend-
ment at the earliest time the managers 
can. May I remind my colleagues that 
this is going to be a 15-minute rollcall 
vote, with 5 additional minutes. We 
had an 181⁄2-minute vote yesterday. 
Let’s see if we can beat that record. I 
know we are going to proceed. I will 
talk to my colleagues, and we will 
work out the sequence. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I hope that 
will be the case. We have been trying 
to be responsive by being here to offer 
amendments when we have been asked 
to be here. It sort of throws off our 
schedule for the day. But I am happy to 
talk to my colleague. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I think 
we have worked out a procedure where 
there will not be either a side-by-side 
or second-degree amendment offered. 
The Senator from Tennessee would like 
an opportunity to speak for 10 minutes 
on it, and we will hear Senator ALEX-
ANDER for 10 minutes and then proceed 
to a vote on the Byrd amendment. So I 
ask unanimous consent at this time 
that Senator ALEXANDER be recognized 
for 10 minutes, that we then proceed to 
a vote on the Byrd amendment, and 
then we proceed to take up the Dodd 
amendment and seek to proceed with 
the order we have established. 

Mr. DODD. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. President, may I also suggest 
the amendment offered by the Senator 

from New York be able to follow the 
Dodd amendment? Can we lock these 
in? 

Mr. SPECTER. Let us hold off on 
this. There may be some amendment 
on the Republican side. I doubt there 
will be, but I don’t want to have a se-
ries of amendments on both sides. 

I think that would be agreeable, but 
I would not want to be bound to it at 
this moment. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that following the 
vote on the Byrd amendment, Senator 
DODD be recognized to offer his amend-
ment, after which point there would be 
a vote on the Dodd amendment, after 
which point if there is a Republican 
amendment that is to be brought up 
and disposed of; if there is not, the Sen-
ator from New York be recognized at 
that point to offer her amendment, fol-
lowed by a vote. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I do not in-
tend to press this issue if we can’t get 
agreement, but I would like to stack 
the Dodd amendment, say, behind the 
Clinton amendment so we can save 
time. 

Let me restate the understanding. 
There will be 10 minutes for Senator 
ALEXANDER, and there will be a vote on 
the Byrd amendment. We will then pro-
ceed to a Dodd amendment. If there is 
no intervening Republican seeking rec-
ognition to offer an amendment, we 
will proceed to the Clinton amend-
ment, and we will discuss at a later 
time the sequence of votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BYRD. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, and I have no intention to object, 
Mr. President, as I understand it, 10 
minutes will be utilized by the Senator 
from Tennessee for remarks only. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, that is 
correct. The Senator from Tennessee 
will speak in opposition to the Byrd 
amendment and in support of the budg-
et point of order, but he will just make 
a statement. Nothing will be offered. 

Mr. BYRD. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further objection? If not, the Senator 
from Tennessee is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Chair. 
I thank the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. I thank the Senator from West 
Virginia for his courtesy of allowing 
me—and the Senator from Iowa and 
the Senator from Connecticut—allow-
ing me 10 minutes to speak. 

Mr. President, I am here in support 
of the budget point of order of the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania to the Byrd 
amendment. Let me see if I can say in 
just a few minutes why I support that. 

I would like to ask the Chair if he 
will let me know when I have 1 minute 
remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Abso-
lutely. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, the 
question is funding for the title I pro-
gram, Federal funding for our public 
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schools across the country that helps 
disadvantaged children. It is a very im-
portant program. I heard the Senator 
from West Virginia describe the impor-
tance of it. I agree with him about the 
importance of the program, but to try 
to put things into perspective, let me 
make a few points. 

First, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, if I am not mistaken, is sug-
gesting we spend $5 billion more, $2.5 
billion a year on this important pro-
gram. But he has not found some other 
place in the budget to reduce the 
spending. So this is $5 billion beyond 
the budget, and this comes at a time 
when all of the committees of the Sen-
ate have been working hard on deficit 
reduction. In the agriculture com-
mittee, in the education committee, in 
almost every committee, we are work-
ing at deficit reduction. Because we are 
at war, because we have had three ter-
rible hurricanes, because we have new 
homeland security needs, and because 
entitlement spending—mandatory 
spending—is growing out of control, we 
are all trying to do a good job of living 
better within our means. So we are 
working to have a deficit reduction of 
$35 billion, and this would add another 
$5 billion in the opposite direction. 

The second point I would like to 
make to put this into perspective is 
that, as important as this program is, 
the Federal Government is not the 
principal source of funding for K–12 
education. We only spend 7 or 8 per-
cent. States don’t spend money for na-
tional defense by and large, and we 
don’t spend much money for K–12. We 
spend 7 or 8 percent. The State and 
local governments have the major re-
sponsibility for our elementary and 
secondary schools. 

The third thing I would like to men-
tion to put things in perspective is that 
money isn’t everything. The top five 
State spenders in terms of dollars, 
total dollars for kindergarten through 
the 12th grade, have the widest 
achievement gaps between White stu-
dents and Minority students, Hispanic 
students and African-American stu-
dents. For example, in Massachusetts, 
a State which spends about $9,500 per 
student, there is a 33-percent gap be-
tween White and Minority students. In 
Connecticut, which spends even more, 
more than $10,000 per student, there is 
also a significant gap between White 
and Minority students. So even the 
States that spend the most money do 
not get the best results. Money is not 
everything. 

Another point to put this in perspec-
tive: we are spending more on edu-
cation in our country today than at 
any time in history—more than we did 
when we had a surplus, more than we 
did when we were not at war, more 
than we did when we didn’t have big 
hurricanes and a terrorist attack and 
homeland security concerns. And Fed-
eral increases for K–12, even though 
they are a smaller part of the pie, have 
gone up more rapidly than State in-
creases over the last several years. 

For example, in Tennessee, my home 
State, there is $50 million a year, $25 
million of it new money, for teacher 
training, to help teachers become high-
ly qualified. 

Now, that is a lot of money. Those 
are Federal dollars. It would be enough 
money to give every teacher about an 
$858 pay increase a year. So the State 
could choose to use that money to help 
all of those teachers go to the commu-
nity college or some other program to 
become better trained teachers, or the 
State could use those Federal dollars 
to give every Tennessee teacher an $800 
pay raise based on some merit pro-
gram. So there is a lot of new Federal 
money. 

The other argument that I heard a 
great deal about was that we are not 
funding up to the level of authoriza-
tion. Mr. President, that is a conven-
ient political argument, but let us 
think about what we mean by that. I 
do not have the figures—I wish I did— 
of how much money we have author-
ized to be spent for all the programs of 
the federal government. But if we spent 
all the way up to that authorization, 
which thankfully we don’t, there would 
not be enough printing presses in 
Washington, DC, to print that much 
money. We almost never spend up to 
the authorization for every defense 
program or for health or for HIV/AIDS 
or for any other part of the Federal 
budget. We have set an authorization 
level as sort of a top, a maximum, and 
then we appropriate every year what 
we can afford to spend based upon the 
needs that we see. 

So the idea that we are not appro-
priating to the authorization level is 
not a valid basis upon which to cast 
this vote. Also, I think it is important 
to note that there is a lot of money al-
ready appropriated by the Federal Gov-
ernment that is unspent. The Depart-
ment of Education has some figures on 
that. The most conservative estimate 
is that prior to this year, so not even 
counting money appropriated in this 
fiscal year, there is 1.7 billion Federal 
dollars that we have appropriated to 
State and local governments for 
schools that is waiting to be spent, 
which raises the question: Shouldn’t 
we be cautious about how much more 
we spend? 

Now, the budget that we are acting 
on would add $100 million to title I, 
bringing the number up to 12.8 billion 
Federal dollars, or a 47-percent in-
crease since the last year of President 
Clinton. That is a big increase, and just 
to put this in perspective again, I have 
this chart. I think to be fair about it 
we would have to say President Bush, 
this President, and the Congress with 
which he has served in the last 2 years, 
have been good friends to title I. 

During President Clinton’s time in 
office, 8 years, the increase was $2.4 bil-
lion. President Clinton cared about 
education. I know that; I served with 
him when he was Governor. We worked 
together on those things with other 
Governors, too. And he felt it was im-

portant over his 8 years to increase 
title I by $2.4 billion. I salute him and 
those past Congresses for having done 
that. But if we are going to salute him 
and those past Congresses, I think we 
ought to pat ourselves on the back a 
little bit, and this President, because 
in this President’s first 4 years he in-
creased funding by $4 billion. And so 
did the Congress. So it is $4 billion for 
the first 4 years of Bush, $2.4 billion for 
the 8 years of Clinton. 

Now, one may say, well, this was 
after No Child Left Behind was en-
acted; it should have gone up. And that 
is correct, it should have gone up. I was 
not here when that happened, but the 
Congress looked at that and said we 
made a new commitment. We need ad-
ditional dollars for title I. We need ad-
ditional funds for IDEA. We need addi-
tional funds for teacher training. We 
need additional funds for some of the 
things we have asked the States to do. 
So we have increased funding for title 
I over 4 years by 47 percent—over 5 
years. 

So including this budget, title I 
would be up to $12.8 billion, or 47 per-
cent since the last year of President 
Clinton. 

I am here today agreeing with the 
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia that title I is an immensely im-
portant program. I am proud of the 
fact that the Congress and President 
Bush have over the last 4 years in-
creased it by $4 billion. That builds on 
significant increases in title I that 
have been approved by Congress during 
the time of President Clinton and even 
before that. It may be that as time 
goes on and we see the need, and we are 
not in the middle of a war and we don’t 
have three hurricanes of Titanic pro-
portion and homeland security be-
comes less of a risk, we will have more 
money available. But in these times I 
believe the proper thing to do is to de-
vote this amount of money to title I 
and support the budget point of order 
of the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

I thank the Chair, and I thank the 
Senators for giving me this oppor-
tunity to speak before the vote. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise 
today as a proud cosponsor of the Byrd 
amendment. This amendment would in-
crease funding for title I by $5 billion. 
The No Child Left Behind Act author-
ized $22.7 billion in fiscal year 2006 for 
title I, which serves low-income, dis-
advantaged students and schools across 
the Nation. Unfortunately, this bill 
falls $9.9 billion short. This modest $5 
billion increase is only half of the dif-
ference between the authorized amount 
in NCLB and the Senate bill level. 

I strongly believe that one of the 
Federal Government’s primary roles is 
to improve education for disadvan-
taged students. Without adequate fund-
ing, we will put States, school dis-
tricts, teachers and ultimately, stu-
dents, at an even greater disadvantage 
as many will be unable to meet the re-
quirements in the new law and it will 
be the students who will suffer. I hope 
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my colleagues will support this impor-
tant amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. Under the unanimous con-
sent agreement it is now appropriate to 
have a rollcall vote. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, one 

more reminder. This is a 20-minute 
vote. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to waive the Budget Act with respect 
to amendment No. 2275. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-

ators were necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Florida (Mr. MARTINEZ) and 
the Senator from Virginia (Mr. WAR-
NER). 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
CORZINE), the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. DAYTON), and the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. NELSON) are necessarily 
absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 44, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 269 Leg.] 
YEAS—44 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Clinton 
Collins 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lugar 

Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (NE) 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Snowe 
Stabenow 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Burr 
Chafee 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Conrad 
Cornyn 
Craig 

Crapo 
DeMint 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Frist 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Kyl 

Lott 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Specter 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Talent 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Voinovich 

NOT VOTING—5 

Corzine 
Dayton 

Martinez 
Nelson (FL) 

Warner 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 44, the nays are 51. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 
The point of order is sustained. The 
amendment falls. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote and lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. We are now prepared 
to proceed with the Dodd amendment. I 
ask unanimous consent that we limit 
the time on this amendment to 45 min-
utes equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Iowa. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2283, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, be-

fore we proceed to the Dodd amend-
ment, I believe the pending amendment 
is my amendment. I have a modifica-
tion at the desk. I ask for its consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has a right to modify the amend-
ment. The amendment is so modified. 

The amendment (No. 2283), as modi-
fied, is as follows: 

(Purpose: To make available funds for 
pandemic flu preparedness) 

On page 169, line 18, strike ‘‘$183,589,000: 
Provided, That 120,000,000’’ and replace with 
‘‘$8,158,589,000: Provided, That 8,095,000,000’’ 

Mr. HARKIN. I further ask unani-
mous consent that no second-degree 
amendments be in order on the Dodd 
amendment prior to the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Connecticut. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2254 
Mr. DODD. Madam President, I un-

derstand that we have a 45-minute time 
agreement on this amendment. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, 
that is correct. 

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I call 
up amendment No. 2254 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD], 

for himself, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. CLINTON, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. KERRY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
CORZINE, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms. 
STABENOW and Mr. DAYTON proposes an 
amendment numbered 2254. 

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To increase appropriations for 

Head Start programs) 
On page 162, line 1, strike ‘‘$9,000,832,000’’ 

and insert ‘‘$9,153,832,000’’. 
On page 162, line 7, strike ‘‘$6,874,314,000’’ 

and insert ‘‘$7,027, 314,000’’. 

Mr. DODD. Madam President, the 
Head Start Program, which is what 
this amendment is about, is, of course, 
very familiar to all Members. The Head 
Start Program began some 40 years 
ago. Ed Zigler from the State of Con-
necticut, who hails from Yale Univer-
sity, was the father of the Head Start 
concept and idea. I think it goes with-
out saying that with the reforms that 
have been instituted over the last num-

ber of years, Head Start has been a 
very successful program during the 
past 40 years. 

There have been modifications to the 
program that I think have even 
strengthened it over the years. Lit-
erally thousands of American children, 
who would otherwise not get a good 
start in their educational process, have 
been benefitting as a result of Head 
Start. 

Annually, there are some 900,000 chil-
dren in the United States who are in-
volved in some 18,000 programs across 
the country. That is serving about one 
in four of the eligible children under 
Head Start. 

Over the years, there have been var-
ious amendments that have been of-
fered to fully fund Head Start or to 
raise the amounts considerably to in-
crease the number of eligible children 
who could receive a Head Start Pro-
gram. That is not my amendment 
today. 

I should have begun these remarks by 
thanking my colleague from Pennsyl-
vania. He has been recognized already 
by the Senator from West Virginia and 
the Senator from Iowa for his support 
of these programs and ideas over the 
years. In fact, some 24 years ago, when 
he and I arrived as newly minted Sen-
ators in January of 1981, we formed to-
gether something called the Children’s 
Caucus in the Senate. Senator SPECTER 
and I were the chair and co-chair of 
that caucus, to raise the level of aware-
ness about issues affecting one in four 
Americans who are children. We had a 
variety of ad hoc hearings. We did not 
have any funding. We did not have the 
means to actually go out and solicit 
public support for our efforts to high-
light some of these issues. 

The very first ad hoc hearing Senator 
SPECTER and I ever held dealt with 
latchkey children, afterschool pro-
grams, childcare, the related issues for 
single parents or both parents working. 
We were trying to get those children to 
have a good start to provide some re-
sources and support for them. We went 
on to hold a variety of different hear-
ings over the number of years there-
after. He was a great advocate and a 
great supporter of those programs. He 
continues to be today. 

Today I recognize that in fact the 
committee has had a modest increase 
in the Head Start Program of some 
$31.2 million. I am appreciative of that. 
My amendment merely raises that 
amount by $153 million to make sure 
we do not have a decline or loss in serv-
ices for the 900,000 children being 
served. This amendment is designed to 
protect about 20,000 children who would 
fall out of the Head Start Program if 
we were not able to keep pace with the 
rising costs of administering these pro-
grams. 

Also, I ask unanimous consent that 
Senators KENNEDY, CLINTON, DURBIN, 
KERRY, MURRAY, CORZINE, LAUTENBERG, 
LIEBERMAN, STABENOW, and DAYTON be 
listed as cosponsors of this amend-
ment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. DODD. Madam President, I said 

about $100 million. The idea is just, if 
we can, to get these levels of support 
and funding up because of the rising 
costs of running these programs. 

Energy costs are going up on the av-
erage in Head Start Programs by 15 
percent. Transportation costs are going 
up 16 percent. Health insurance in 
some places has gone up as high as 25 
percent. Training for staff is up 4 per-
cent. Facility maintenance is up 9 per-
cent. Services for children with special 
needs, of course, continues to rise. 

This amendment does not expand the 
program. It is not going to add 100,000 
children to the Head Start Program. It 
is just designed to make sure that we 
do not see the program deteriorate, 
that we do not force children presently 
in the program to be dropped because 
we are unable to meet the predictable 
inflationary costs of about 2.7 percent 
in Head Start Programs across the 
country. That is the rationale for it. It 
is not an excessive amendment at all. 
It is a realistic effort to try to do what 
we can to see to it that these children 
are going to get the kind of start they 
deserve. 

To make my case, I want to point out 
two studies. One was done a number of 
years ago. It was a survey done of kin-
dergarten teachers throughout the 
United States. These were asked, How 
ready are children when they come to 
kindergarten? How ready are they to 
learn? Over 50 percent of kindergarten 
teachers in the United States, when 
surveyed and asked that question, re-
sponded that the majority of children 
were not ready to learn when they en-
tered kindergarten. 

There are a variety of reasons for 
that. We are not going to solve the 
problem overnight. But we do know 
now, after 40 years, that children who 
are in a Head Start Program clearly 
benefit and have a much higher degree 
of success than children in similar cir-
cumstances who do not participate in 
programs. 

We know, for instance, that Head 
Start children are more likely to main-
tain grade level performance in ele-
mentary schools and on into secondary 
schools. We know that Head Start chil-
dren stay out of the juvenile justice 
system to a far higher degree than chil-
dren who are not in those programs. 
We know that children in the Head 
Start Program are less likely to be-
come abusers of substances, either al-
cohol or drugs. We know these chil-
dren, who are involved in Head Start 
Programs are less likely to become 
teen mothers. 

In statistic after statistic, we find 
these children who get the benefit and 
advantages of a Head Start Program 
have a greater likelihood of success. It 
is not a guarantee of success. There are 
obviously children who do not make it. 
But we know after 40 years this pro-
gram works pretty well. 

Again, I am not suggesting today we 
expand the program. I have tried that 

in the past. All I am asking my col-
leagues today is to say for the coming 
fiscal year can we do what is possible 
to avoid some 20,000 children who are 
presently in the program from falling 
out of it? 

The second study I want to point out 
has just come out in the last several 
days. I do not know if my colleagues 
have yet received these in their offices. 
My colleagues, Senator LAMAR ALEX-
ANDER and JEFF BINGAMAN of New Mex-
ico, went to the National Academy of 
Sciences a couple of months ago. If I 
can paraphrase their request, they said 
to the National Academy of Sciences: 
Would you mind telling us, over the 
next number of years, what are the 10 
things we ought to better prepare to 
handle the math, the science, and the 
technology demands of our Nation? 

I am not going to recite the full 
study here, which is entitled ‘‘Rising 
Above the Gathering Storm.’’ I will 
just list some of the authors. The chair 
is Norman Augustine, the retired chair 
of Lockheed Martin; Craig Barrett, 
chairman of the board of Intel Corpora-
tion; Rick Levin, the president of Yale 
University; the president of MIT, the 
president of DuPont company, the 
president of Rensselaer Polytechnic In-
stitute—it is just an incredible list of 
distinguished Americans and academi-
cians who worked over a period of 
time, I think 3 or 4 months, to come 
out with a series of recommendations. 

I will not go through all of their re-
port. You will get it and it is worth 
looking at. There were some very dra-
matic recommendations and ones we 
should take very seriously. 

Their findings come in this smaller 
pamphlet entitled ‘‘Rising Above the 
Gathering Storm.’’ In the first para-
graph, these distinguished Americans 
say: 

We are worried about the future prosperity 
of the United States. Although many people 
assume the United States will always be a 
world leader in science and technology, this 
may not continue to be the case inasmuch as 
great minds and ideas exist throughout the 
world. We fear the abruptness with which a 
lead in science and technology can be lost, 
and the difficulty of recovering a lead once 
lost if, indeed, it can be regained at all. This 
Nation must prepare with great urgency to 
preserve its strategic and economic security. 

It continues, but I think that lan-
guage directly bears on the amendment 
I am offering today. The No. 1 sugges-
tion they make—I don’t think they 
necessarily prioritize it, but the first 
suggestion is to train and put into the 
field 10,000 teachers a year in math and 
the sciences. The goal is that each one 
of these teachers might educate 1,000 
students over a career, so that over 
time a million students in our country 
would benefit from a tremendous edu-
cation in science and math and engi-
neering. 

If America is going to avoid exactly 
what these distinguished Americans 
have warned us against we must pre-
pare teachers and children. Let me go 
back to the statistic I mentioned a mo-
ment ago, that if the kindergarten 

teachers of America are right, half of 
children entering kindergarten today 
are not ready to learn. It is one thing 
to have teachers, but what if you don’t 
have the students who are ready to 
learn? If we know that Head Start kids 
are more likely to be prepared for 
school, stay in school, stay out of trou-
ble, avoid substance abuse, don’t be-
come teen parents, then we ought to be 
doing what we can to keep those 900,000 
kids in the program. We know full well 
that Head Start, after 40 years, does 
make a difference. 

We can do a lot better. We can do so 
much better if we start making these 
modest investments. We know the 
modest investments in these programs 
pay huge dividends. Should we not try 
to stop some erosion in this program? 
That is all I am offering today, a mod-
est 2.7-percent increase, a little more 
than $150 million to just keep the num-
ber of children in the program there for 
the coming fiscal year. Then, I hope, in 
the coming years when our fiscal con-
dition is much stronger and better cer-
tainly than it is today, we can do more 
to see that these children have a 
chance to go on. 

Someday I want to come back and 
offer an amendment again, as I did 
years ago, to make sure every eligible 
child can get in a good program like 
Head Start and Early Head Start. I 
wouldn’t try that today. I know my 
colleagues cannot accept that. I under-
stand the budget realities. But can we 
not find $153 million? We are spending 
$6 billion a month in Iraq. That doesn’t 
include Afghanistan. My colleague 
from Tennessee and I and Senator ENZI 
and Senator KENNEDY recently worked 
on a package for 1 year to help out 
some 400,000 students who have lost 
their schools as a result of Katrina and 
Rita—mostly Katrina. It was a great 
idea. Let’s put aside our differences. 
Let’s make sure these kids can get 
going so they do not miss a year be-
cause the schools have been washed 
away or destroyed. 

But there are not hurricanes and nat-
ural disasters all over our country, 
thank the Lord. But these children in 
Head Start, in many ways, live in a dis-
astrous situation every day. They live 
in chaos, many of them. They live in 
families and neighborhoods where it is 
amazing that anyone can come out of 
them intact. Head Start has reached 
into these communities and provided a 
safe place, a harbor for children with 
talents and abilities. If you go to a 
Head Start Program you see the chil-
dren are bright and they want to learn 
and they overcome obstacles, as their 
parents do every day, to give them a 
chance to get going. I don’t want some 
kid in a Head Start Program to be 
dropped out this year who could have 
become that engineer or that scientist 
who becomes that CEO of Intel or who 
becomes the head of Lockheed Martin 
or becomes the president of RPI or 
Yale University. And they are there. 
These kids are not just in the private 
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schools. They are not just in the afflu-
ent neighborhoods. Talented Ameri-
cans are in every neighborhood in 
America, and we ought to be able to do 
better for these children. We ought to 
be able to say: This year things are 
tough, we can’t expand the program. 
But we are not going to lose any kids. 
We are not going to leave any child be-
hind in a Head Start Program. 

Listen to the warnings of this report. 
It can happen with abruptness, and 
once lost, very difficult to regain. So 
while we expand the pool of teachers, 
while we do everything we can to give 
kids a chance to learn, we have to 
make sure these kids are ready to 
learn. Head Start, for 40 years has done 
that. 

It has made it possible for kids to be-
come ready to learn. Not that they 
make it in every case, again, but we 
know without any question today that 
the difference between a child who is in 
an Early Head Start or Head Start Pro-
gram and a child who is not is the like-
lihood the Head Start participant will 
avoid the obvious pitfalls that can hap-
pen so quickly in a young person’s life. 
There is a greater likelihood they will 
go through it. 

I am offering this amendment today, 
pleading with my colleagues, let’s not 
lose 20,000 kids. We have not yet even 
begun to discuss this ‘‘Rising Storm’’ 
report. I like big ideas, and one of the 
reasons I am so fond of my colleague 
from Tennessee is because he likes big 
ideas. He wanted to come to the Senate 
to grapple with a big idea, and this is 
a big idea. I am sure he has not, nor am 
I, endorsing every dotted I or crossed t 
here. But it is a very big idea. Head 
Start is a big idea that Ed Zigler had 40 
years ago, and today there are some 
900,000 children in this country who 
benefit from it, less than 50% of those 
who are eligible. It is a big idea that 
needs to be protected. We need to be 
thinking about both parts of the equa-
tion—we need teachers and we need 
students. We can do a lot better, in my 
view, if we try to do both. We are not 
going to deal with this report this 
year. But it seems to me we know Head 
Start works and the success we have 
had with it, and knowing the costs that 
the nearly 19,000 programs across the 
country are facing—energy, transpor-
tation, health insurance, training for 
staff; all of these increases ranging 
from 15 percent to 25 percent in the 
next year. Just to try to keep these 
programs whole, to hold them harm-
less, is something I think is worth 
doing. 

Therefore, I offer this amendment on 
behalf of myself and my colleagues 
with the hopes that there will be 
enough votes maybe to overcome the 
budget considerations. Again, I say to 
my colleague from Pennsylvania and 
my colleague from Iowa, you have a 
thankless job. I know it is not easy to 
have Members like myself coming over, 
making these cases to you. But my 
hope would be in some instances, par-
ticularly this one, that we would un-

dertake the responsibility of trying to 
at least keep the program alive. 

Barbara Tuchman wrote a wonderful 
book years ago. She is no longer with 
us. She wrote a number, but one of 
them is called ‘‘The March of Folly,’’ 
and it mostly dealt with strategic mili-
tary questions, going throughout past 
history. Her point was that nations 
commit folly when they engage in be-
havior they know is unwise yet they 
pursue it anyway. This is a different 
kind of problem than a mistake you 
make when you didn’t know it was a 
mistake until later. But the follies, ac-
cording to Barbara Tuchman, were 
when you knew you were making a 
mistake and you went ahead and did it 
anyway. 

In a sense, for us not to keep these 
programs whole is the ‘‘March of 
Folly’’ when it comes to America’s fu-
ture. We know, we know it as well as 
we know anything in this body, that 
the key to America’s success has been 
based, throughout its 220-year history 
on an educated population. I have said 
this maybe 1,000 times; 201 years ago, 
Thomas Jefferson said: 

Any nation that ever expects to be igno-
rant and free 

Expects what never was and never possibly 
can be. 

If that was true in the beginning of 
the 19th century, here we are in the be-
ginning of the 21st century with all the 
explosions of advances around the 
globe. If we don’t make these invest-
ments, if we don’t do everything pos-
sible to educate our children, knowing 
that the failure to do so puts this Na-
tion at risk on every level, is in fact 
the ‘‘March of Folly.’’ 

It could be a new chapter for Barbara 
Tuchman were she alive today and 
writing the sequel to her own book. To 
not support these efforts, I think, leads 
us on a path that these distinguished 
academicians and others have strongly 
identified in their report. 

Again, read their words on the open-
ing page, if you will, of ‘‘Rising Above 
the Gathering Storm.’’ 

We are worried about the future prosperity 
of the United States. Although many people 
assume the United States will always be a 
world leader in science and technology, this 
may not continue to be the case. Inasmuch 
as great minds and ideas exist throughout 
the world, we fear the abruptness with which 
the lead in science and technology can be 
lost and the difficulty of recovering a lead 
once lost, if indeed it can be regained at all. 
This Nation must prepare with great ur-
gency to preserve the strategic and economic 
security. 

Those words are about as clear as 
they could be. Head Start is an integral 
part of that, in my view. There is a 
sense of urgency that ought to be about 
it. 

My hope is again that my colleagues 
will see their way through to sup-
porting this amendment. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, lis-

tening to the passionate presentation 

by the Senator from Connecticut, I 
agree with virtually everything he said 
but nothing more than when he said 
that Senator HARKIN and I have thank-
less tasks. 

It is very hard to reply to what the 
Senator from Connecticut has had to 
say about the importance of Head 
Start without agreeing with him, and 
his reminiscences back to January fol-
lowing the 1980 election when 18 new 
Senators came to the Senate—16 Re-
publicans and 2 Democrats. I was one 
of 16, and Senator DODD was one of 2. 
His class has maintained 50 percent 
representation. Our class is down to 
one-eighth, 121⁄2 percent. Senator DODD 
and I formed the Children’s Caucus. He 
wasn’t a chairman anywhere because 
he was in the minority. He wanted to 
have a gavel—at least half a gavel. I 
chaired the Juvenile Justice Sub-
committee. We talked and formed a 
caucus. I think we did very good work. 
I think some of the work we did has 
followed its way into Head Start and 
very important juvenile programs. 

As Senator DODD has said, it is a 
thankless job to manage this bill, to 
make allocations of $145 billion among 
education, health care, and labor and 
work safety. We have done the very 
best we could in our allocations. It has 
been crafted, as I said, jointly by Sen-
ator HARKIN and myself. 

Over the years, I have been and still 
am a steadfast supporter of Head Start. 
We have in this budget almost $7 bil-
lion for Head Start, a very substantial 
sum of money. Between fiscal year 1994 
and fiscal year 2004, we have doubled 
Head Start. 

Nothing would please me more than 
to be able to accede to the request by 
the Senator from Connecticut, which 
is, as he accurately stated, a moderate 
request. Yesterday, the Senator from 
Massachusetts, Senator KENNEDY, of-
fered an amendment on Pell grants 
which I thought was a good amend-
ment. We had Senator BYRD’s amend-
ment this morning for increased fund-
ing on education title I, which is a 
good amendment. It is difficult not to 
be able to support these amendments. 
But in my job, it is necessary to take 
the allocation which the budget resolu-
tion gives us and make the allocations 
as best we can. 

If Senator DODD had some suggestion 
as to an offset—that is, where we could 
move some money from one account to 
another on the basis of priority—I 
would be glad to consider whatever he 
had to say. But I am constrained to 
stay within the limits which the budg-
et resolution has provided. That re-
quires, much as I dislike to, raising a 
budget point of order. 

Much as I dislike doing so, I raise a 
point of order under 302(f) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act that the amend-
ment would put the authority and out-
lays in excess of the subcommittee’s 
302(b) allocation and, therefore, is out 
of order. 

Mr. DODD. Madam President, much 
as I regret, I move to waive the appro-
priate sections of the Congressional 
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Budget Act, and I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DODD. Madam President, may I 

inquire how much time remains on this 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
sponsor’s time has expired, and 17 min-
utes 20 seconds remains on the other 
side. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
yield back my time. 

Mr. DODD. Madam President, it is 
my understanding that the Senator 
from New York is going to offer an 
amendment. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, we 
are going to move to the amendment 
by the Senator from New York. 

Mr. DODD. I thank the Senator. I 
thank the Chair. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing amendment be set aside tempo-
rarily and the vote in relation to this 
amendment be determined by the ma-
jority leader after consultation with 
the Democratic leader and that we 
move ahead to the amendment to be of-
fered by the Senator from New York, 
Mrs. CLINTON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from New York. 
Mrs. CLINTON. Madam President, I 

appreciate the chairman’s kindness in 
arranging this. As I understand, we 
have by unanimous consent set aside 
the pending amendment. Is that cor-
rect? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2292 
Mrs. CLINTON. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The assistant clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New York [Mrs. CLIN-

TON], for herself, Mr. DODD, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. DAYTON, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. REID, Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
Mr. KOHL, Mr. CORZINE, and Ms. MIKULSKI, 
proposes an amendment numbered 2292. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide additional funding for 

part B of the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act) 
At the end of title III (before the short 

title), add the following: 
SEC. ll. In addition to amounts otherwise 

appropriated under this Act, there are appro-
priated, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, $3,958,901,143 for 
carrying out part B of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1411 et 
seq.). 

Mrs. CLINTON. Madam President, I 
come to the Chamber today to offer an 
amendment to provide much-needed re-

sources to help educate the most needy 
of our students in New York and across 
America. 

At the outset, I would like to recog-
nize some of my colleagues who have 
been extraordinary leaders on behalf of 
children with special needs, starting 
with my colleague from Connecticut 
who is still here on the floor, Senator 
DODD. He has been a longtime leader in 
the fight to increase Federal funding 
for special education. In that fight for 
years have also been Senators HARKIN, 
KENNEDY, JEFFORDS, HAGEL, and others 
who have come to this Chamber repeat-
edly championing the right of those 
with special needs and reminding us 
that the noble effort we undertook as a 
nation to require that children with 
disabilities and special needs be given 
the education they deserve, to have as 
a mandate that has been placed upon 
our local school districts. It is a noble 
and worthy undertaking to require 
that no child literally be left behind, 
but it is a burden that we should recog-
nize that our local districts struggle 
with every school year. 

I began working on special education 
issues as a very young lawyer literally 
just out of law school many years ago 
working for the Children’s Defense 
Fund. I worked on a project where I 
walked door to door in communities, 
knocking on doors and asking people if 
they had school-age children. We had 
realized when looking at census data 
compared to school enrollment data 
that we were missing hundreds and 
thousands and on a national basis mil-
lions of children. They were not in our 
schools. What I found as I went from 
home to home was alarming: Children 
with disabilities back in 1973 and 1974 
were not being sent to school. They 
were being kept at home because the 
schools were unable to care for them, 
to meet their needs. Many of them 
were thought to be uneducable. 

I remember going into an apartment 
on the second floor of a wooden house 
in New Bedford, MA, to meet a lovely 
young girl of about 12 in a wheelchair, 
just as bright and smart and curious as 
you could imagine any child could be, 
who had never been to school. There 
were no accommodations in those days 
for children or adults in wheelchairs. 
She was at home day after day. I re-
member meeting another child who 
was blind, and her parents didn’t want 
to send her over to the State school for 
blind children which was some distance 
away, so she was at home. 

We recorded all of these children 
with their needs, and we presented a 
report by the Children’s Defense Fund 
which was used by leaders in this body 
to argue for and eventually pass the 
1975 Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act. That is today known as 
IDEA, Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act. 

This watershed act—no country had 
ever tried to open the doors of its edu-
cation system to children with special 
needs—was an extraordinary accom-
plishment for our Nation. It promised 

every child the right to a free, appro-
priate public education. Senator JEF-
FORDS and Senator KENNEDY actually 
helped to author that bill, and Sen-
ators DODD, HARKIN, and others have 
been fighting to make sure it lives up 
to its promise ever since. 

Today, Senator DODD and I are seek-
ing to honor that original promise, the 
pledge to provide up to 40 percent of 
the per-pupil expenditure for students 
with disabilities. Today, the Federal 
Government provides less than 25 per-
cent, which makes it very difficult for 
schools to provide a high-quality edu-
cation to students with disabilities. 

In short, after 30 years, the Federal 
Government still fails to live up to the 
promise we made in 1975 to every child, 
to that child’s family, and to the 
school districts of America. 

This amendment will provide close to 
$4 billion. That is the difference be-
tween the amount appropriated in the 
Senate bill and the amount promised in 
IDEA. For New York, that would mean 
$243 million extra. 

Lack of funding for this mandated 
program, as important as it is, has se-
rious implications for local commu-
nities. School districts do not have a 
choice about whether they comply. 
They are legally required to do so, and 
they should be. They have to provide 
the necessary services that ensure 
every child with special needs receives 
that free, appropriate public education. 

Throughout New York, I have spoken 
with many educators, teachers, prin-
cipals, and superintendents who work 
hard every single day to make IDEA a 
reality for the children in their care. 
But the other reality in today’s dif-
ficult budget times is that it is increas-
ingly difficult for our schools to meet 
the mandate of IDEA without cutting 
other educational services for all the 
other children in the school district. I 
am talking about essential services 
such as teachers’ salaries, programs 
that enrich the curriculum, and after-
school programs. Oftentimes the cost 
of special education is the driving force 
as to why school districts seek in-
creases in property taxes. 

I will give an example from my own 
home county. In Westchester County 
we just learned the Children’s Rehabili-
tation Center, a wonderful program 
that serves children with disabilities 
such as cerebral palsy, spina bifida, 
Down’s syndrome, is closing. That 
leaves parents scrambling to find other 
arrangements. The parents are under-
standably concerned about the impact 
of this closure on their children. 

Our local newspaper, the Journal 
News, in a recent op-ed about the situ-
ation, said the following: 

Hearts of compassionate people, of course, 
go out to the [parents]. But there are public- 
policy implications also at play here that 
many, if not most, taxpayers may not real-
ize. 

The paper went on: 
The reality is this. All children have a 

right to an education, one that is in the 
home district or as close as possible. Public 
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education, and transportation to it, are paid 
for by a combination of local, state, and fed-
eral funding. When a desperately needed pro-
gram like Children’s Rehabilitation Center 
scales down, and even if accommodations are 
made for those affected, the impact is well 
beyond an individual family and employees— 
it affects the entire community and, quick-
ly, local school districts. And, yes, that 
means higher property taxes. 

A similar situation is occurring in 
Bethlehem, NY, where property owners 
are facing a 7.9-percent increase in 
their tax rate for the coming school 
year, in part, to pay for increased spe-
cial education costs. Under the new 
rate, a homeowner whose property is 
assessed at $100,000 will be charged $203 
more this year than last year. 

According to a recent article in the 
Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, Pennsylvania 
is considering a proposal for additional 
funding for special education that 
would enable property taxes to be cut 
in half. 

I know many of my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle will come to the 
Senate and argue this amendment 
breaks the budget, raises the deficit, 
and could increase Federal expendi-
tures. The truth is, quite simply, this 
amendment would lower taxes for New 
Yorkers and for all Americans who pay 
property taxes because it will relieve 
some of the pressure on local commu-
nities. The choice before the Senate 
today is not between this amendment 
and lower taxes for Americans. The 
choice, as it impacts many commu-
nities, is between this amendment and 
higher local property taxes. The total 
tax burden for American families will 
stay roughly the same. We will succeed 
only in shifting the responsibility for 
raising revenue to overburdened local-
ities and homeowners, struggling to 
meet the mandates of No Child Left Be-
hind and the 30-year-old mandate of 
IDEA. 

This amendment is particularly crit-
ical today because the cost of special 
education has increased substantially 
in both absolute and relative terms. 
Today, 15.3 structures in New York 
public schools have special needs. The 
National Center for Education Statis-
tics reports New York’s demand for 
IDEA has consistently increased over 
the last decade and a half. Since 1991, 
the percentage of children between 
ages 3 and 21 served by IDEA has in-
creased by over 43 percent. We have, at 
the same time, increased by 61 percent 
the number of children receiving these 
services. Nationwide, the upward tra-
jectory has been even more dramatic. 
Our country has experienced a 73-per-
cent increase in the number of students 
in IDEA between 1976 and 2002. Accord-
ing to CRS, the Congressional Research 
Service, the cost of ‘‘regular’’ edu-
cation has increased 4 percent in con-
stant dollars since 1985, while the cost 
of special education has increased 10 
percent. 

Part of the reason is because we have 
also witnessed dramatic increases in 
the rates of diagnoses of particular 
types of disabilities. Before 1985, for in-

stance, only 4 to 6 of every 10,000 chil-
dren were diagnosed with autism. 
Today, 1 in 1,000 is considered a con-
servative estimate. We should not be 
discouraged by this increasing need for 
services. Part of the reason more chil-
dren are being identified is as a result 
of our paying more attention to chil-
dren with disabilities. One of the pro-
grams we have turned to over the last 
several years, the Preschool Grants 
and Infants and Toddlers With Disabil-
ities Program, helps identify children 
earlier, which in turn helps them get 
better educated and learn how to deal 
with their particular disability. It goes 
hand in hand. It is a good news and 
challenging news story. The good news 
is we are reaching out and finding out 
about what disabilities children suffer 
from. But the challenge is, how we are 
going to take care of their needs? 

We still have a lot of work to do on 
student assessments. We know from 
State assessments there is a large gap 
between the performance of students 
receiving special education services 
and their nondisabled peers. Wide gaps 
also exist in the performance of stu-
dents with disabilities who attend 
high-need school districts compared to 
school districts with greater resources. 
And a great percentage of minority 
students are identified as having dis-
abilities. Once identified, a greater per-
centage are placed in more restrictive 
special education settings. 

We must remain accountable for the 
promises we made these children. 
Under No Child Left Behind, we are 
testing these children. We are pub-
lishing the results. We are telling 
school districts, you cannot come to us 
and say you have to discard the scores 
of our children with Down’s syndrome 
or cerebral palsy. We are saying, we ex-
pect you to educate all of your chil-
dren. I am very supportive of that. 
However, in order to do that, we have 
to be fair to the school districts and 
give them the resources they need to 
fulfill this mandate. 

We are in the year 2005. We cannot 
blame the economy. We cannot blame 
the war in Iraq. We cannot blame 
Katrina and Rita in failing to make 
good on our promise for special edu-
cation funding. This has been going on 
for 30 years, through good times and 
challenging times. Now more than ever 
we need to invest in the education of 
children with special needs. I hope we 
will do just that. It is time we step up 
and put the Federal Government on 
record to fulfill its promise and provide 
the resources, help districts keep down 
property taxes, help them meet the 
needs of these children. 

I hope if there is a budget point of 
order, which I fully expect there to be, 
that my colleagues will vote in favor of 
fulfilling the promise of IDEA and op-
posing the budget point of order. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 

concur with the Senator from New 

York about the tremendous importance 
of special education. That has been a 
priority of mine since becoming chair-
man of the subcommittee. 

In the 1996 fiscal year, the Federal 
contribution was 7.3 percent. Since 
that time, through fiscal year 2005, we 
have raised it to 18.5 percent. We are 
still a good bit shy of approximating a 
40-percent figure, but when we look at 
the funding for IDEA, there have been 
very marked increases as we have 
moved along, with an increase one year 
of $1.3 billion, another year $1.1 billion. 
We are now at a position where the 
total funding for IDEA has come up 
very dramatically but candidly is not 
as far as I would like to see it. We now 
stand in a range of funding of $10.7 bil-
lion. 

The amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from New York increases funding 
by $3.959 billion, almost $4 billion. Like 
the amendment offered by Senator 
DODD for Head Start, I would like to 
see the money for IDEA. Last year, 
Senator DAYTON offered an amendment 
for $11 billion which—even that draws a 
smile from my colleague from Con-
necticut. Or the amendment offered by 
Senator BYRD for $5 billion, or the one 
yesterday for Head Start. 

A few years ago, after managing this 
bill for some time, I made a determined 
effort to become chairman of the Sub-
committee on Foreign Operations. It 
seems to me a good place to be so when 
these votes came up I would be free to 
cast a vote to exceed the budget limi-
tations, since it takes 60 votes. That 
means if you take 44 Democrats and 
Senator JEFFORDS and 14 votes pos-
sible, you can be with the good guys 
and still not bust the budget. That lux-
ury is not enjoyed by the manager, 
however. It is one of the footnotes in 
the manager’s book, you cannot raise a 
point of order and vote against a point 
of order. It presents a very difficult 
voting record for reelection to vote 
against Head Start, against education 
funding, against Pell grants, and 
against special education. 

I have stayed with this Sub-
committee on Labor, Health, and Edu-
cation because it is important. Senator 
HARKIN and I have led the way on fund-
ing for NIH. We have some very impor-
tant funding for the Centers for Dis-
ease Control. But I think we have done 
a great deal with this budget, to the 
maximum extent possible. Each year it 
becomes much more difficult. The in-
crease of $100 million for special edu-
cation this year is insufficient. I wish 
there were more money that could be 
advanced. I am well aware that the 
education for special education, dis-
abled, and handicapped puts people in 
the mainstream of American life and 
improves the quality of their life. It is 
important. 

But when we have a budget resolu-
tion that is thought out—and I voted 
for the $5 billion Senator KENNEDY 
wanted to add to education which 
would have given money. It was a 51- 
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to-49 vote. I was importuned by the Re-
publican cloakroom with great pres-
sure to change my vote and make it 50 
to 50 so that amendment would go 
down. I stayed with Senator KENNEDY’s 
amendment. If we had had $5 billion 
more, we could have accommodated 
what Senator CLINTON wants and what 
Senator DODD wants and some of Sen-
ator BYRD’s request, but we do not 
have the money. 

My duties require me to raise a point 
of order, which I now do formally, but 
I will desist because I see Senator DODD 
on his feet for a short speech. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THUNE). The Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. DODD. I will wait until you 
make the point of order. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I raise 
a point of order under section 302(f) of 
the Congressional Budget Act that the 
amendment provides budget authority 
and outlays in excess of the sub-
committee’s 302(b) allocation under fis-
cal year 2006 concurrent resolution and 
therefore is not in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to section 904 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, I move to waive the 
applicable sections of that act for pur-
poses of the pending amendment, and I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I will, if I 

may, take a few minutes in support of 
the amendment by my colleague from 
New York. I am a cosponsor of this 
amendment. As she very graciously 
pointed out, over a number of years, a 
number of us have worked on this 
issue. But my colleague is much too 
humble. The fact that she has only 
been in this Chamber a little short of 
her first term belies her interest in this 
subject matter, which goes back years. 

As she pointed out, she was a lawyer 
working with the Children’s Defense 
Fund. I know our mutual friend, Mar-
ion Wright Edelman, has had this issue 
on the agenda for years and years and 
years. While the Senator from New 
York is a relatively new Member of 
this Chamber, she is not a newcomer to 
this issue. I am delighted she is taking 
the lead on this issue this year to high-
light the importance of this issue. 

She made all the important argu-
ments. Again, I think the Senator from 
New York and I both agree, saying to 
our friend from Pennsylvania: We don’t 
want you to go anywhere. We like the 
fact you are the chair. You won’t mind 
if the Senator from New York and I 
might prefer that Senator HARKIN were 
the chairman of the committee and 
you were the ranking member of that 
committee. You will appreciate our de-
sire to be in the majority, not in the 
minority, on these issues. But we ap-
preciate immensely the deep commit-

ment of the Senator from Pennsylvania 
on these issues, not just intellectually 
but passionately as well. And that is 
understood. 

But, certainly, as you understand and 
we understand the situation you are in, 
you must understand, as well, the posi-
tion we feel so strongly about; and that 
is, the people who rely and count on us 
to come up here and raise these issues 
to try to see if we can’t do a bit better. 

I know within the Budget Act the re-
straints are there. But we all know as 
well that we can make choices here in 
this Chamber. We can make choices 
about revenue raising, about different 
priorities within our overall budget. I 
don’t want to leave anyone with the 
impression that it is impossible for us 
to do this. It is not impossible for us to 
do this. If the will of a majority here 
exists—or in this case a supermajority 
to overcome the Budget Act—we can do 
this. 

It is a matter of choices we all get 
asked to make every single day. They 
are not easy choices—I understand 
that—from time to time, although I 
think the case for special education is 
so profoundly clear that it ought not 
be that difficult. We all appreciate the 
position the manager of the bill is in 
when he offers, as he must, a point of 
order because what we are suggesting 
does break the ceiling. But that should 
not be a restraint on anyone else who 
has the opportunity to make a choice 
about whether they think this issue 
has merit. 

The Senator from New York has 
pointed out there has been a number of 
people over the years—Republicans and 
Democrats—who have supported in-
creasing funds for special education. 
The Senator from New York rightly 
goes back and talks about a not too 
distant history—this is not ancient his-
tory—when millions of our fellow citi-
zens, merely because they were con-
fined to a wheelchair, because they had 
a physical disability, had a learning 
disability, were deprived the oppor-
tunity to receive an education in our 
country. 

It was only 30 years ago we decided it 
was important we provide an oppor-
tunity for every child—every child—to 
reach his or her potential and that our 
educational system ought to be able to 
accommodate those children, and to 
see to it they have the opportunity to 
become as independent and as success-
ful as their God-given talents would 
provide them. That has been a great 
success in our country. 

Back not that many years ago, only 
20 percent of children with disabilities 
ever got an education. Imagine that. It 
is not that long ago. The Senator from 
New York has pointed out how she met 
children, when she was doing her work 
early on, who were in wheelchairs, chil-
dren who were blind. 

My oldest sister Carolyn—whom 
many of my colleagues have met; I 
know my colleague from New York has 
met—was born legally blind. She just 
retired after 41 years of teaching. She 

holds two masters degrees in early 
childhood development. She ran and 
taught in Montessori schools, and 
taught, in the late 1950s, in the Whitby 
School in Greenwich, CT, with Nancy 
Rambusch, for those who follow Mon-
tessori and educational issues. 

But for the financial situation of my 
family and my parents, who could go 
out and provide an opportunity for my 
sister Carolyn who was born in the 
1930s, I would hate to think what might 
have happened to my sister under dif-
ferent economic circumstances. What I 
also regret, as well, is what those chil-
dren over those 41 years would have 
lost from a remarkable human being 
who taught them. 

Today, many of these children across 
our country who have a physical dis-
ability, a learning disability, can go 
out and achieve great success. I know, 
for instance, a great new airline in the 
country—JetBlue, I think it is called— 
the man who started that company 
lives in my State of Connecticut. He 
has nine children. He is dyslexic. Nel-
son Rockefeller, who presided over this 
Chamber as Vice President of the 
United States, who was a former Gov-
ernor of the State of New York, which 
my colleague who has offered this 
amendment represents, was dyslexic. 
He had a difficult time reading a 
speech. Yet think of the achievements 
he reached. Again, economic cir-
cumstances gave him opportunities. 

What we are saying today is we do 
not want to deprive these families, 
these individuals, of the opportunity to 
achieve their potential and to serve our 
country, not just themselves because 
we have all benefited as a result of the 
last 30 years of educational opportuni-
ties. 

My colleague from New York makes 
a very good point. I have often said if 
you go back to any community, any 
county in the United States today and 
ask them: What could we possibly do to 
be of help to you?—now, there are 
unique circumstances. There may be a 
road or a bridge or a dam or some spe-
cial project. But I promise you, I don’t 
care whether you go from New Hamp-
shire to Pennsylvania to South Dakota 
to New York, walk into a county or 
small town and ask, What are the 
things we can help out with, and you 
will hear about No Child Left Behind. 
That may come first. But I will tell 
you what is either first or second, un-
less there is some special need that ex-
ists in that community. It is special 
education, and particularly if you go to 
rural communities, small towns. 

I know in my own State, if you go to 
meet with the first selectman or 
selectwoman and ask, What is the cost, 
you may find that you have one or two 
special needs children whose edu-
cational costs distort the local budget. 
And it can throw their budget all out 
of whack. What it does, unfortunately, 
as well, is it sort of singles out these 
families and children as if somehow 
they are culpable for creating financial 
difficulty to their community or their 
county. 
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We made a promise 30 years ago. We 

made a promise that we would pick up 
the cost of 40 percent of the special 
educational costs. We are now at about 
18 percent. What the Senator from New 
York offers us would get us to a little 
more than 24 percent, for 1 year, by the 
way. This is not an amendment that 
provides the funding in the succeeding 
years. It would result, without any 
question, I can tell you, in rural com-
munities in my State, in lowering 
property taxes, without any question 
whatsoever. I suspect that would be 
true in larger communities as well, but 
certainly in smaller communities, in 
rural areas in the country, if we could 
begin to meet our obligation. 

We are not creating an obligation 
here. We are merely fulfilling one. We 
could actually make a huge difference 
in a tax that is very onerous to most 
people in the country—rising property 
taxes. That occurs because of, pri-
marily, education costs, in most areas. 
It is the education budget that drives 
the property tax increases more than 
anything else. 

So if you are interested in reducing 
some of the taxes on our people, par-
ticularly on one that affects middle-in-
come and lower income people, who 
could really use the break, then you 
ought to be supporting the amendment 
offered by the Senator from New York; 
not to mention, of course, the advan-
tage and the benefit that our country 
receives because we are providing an 
opportunity for children who can make 
such a difference in our society. 

The other day I was talking with my 
colleague, Senator ISAKSON. I think 
Senator ISAKSON made this point. If he 
didn’t then I stand corrected. But I be-
lieve it was Senator ISAKSON. We were 
talking about special education and 
the importance of these programs, and 
I was recalling that not that long ago 
I went to a program in Connecticut 
where there is an effort to integrate 
special needs children with main-
stream children. Part of the day these 
children are also in special classes. 
Seeing special needs children inter-
acting with their peers was a wonderful 
thing to see. 

I wish all of my colleagues could 
have been with me that morning to see 
the children who are not special needs 
children and what an education they 
are getting sitting in a classroom with 
children who have learning disabilities 
or other special needs. You can see 
these children defend, understand, 
help, reach out, and recognize the tal-
ents of their fellow classmates—in a 
wheelchair or having a learning dis-
ability because of some mental retar-
dation—and see how proud they are to 
be in a classroom with these kids, how 
proud they are of their accomplish-
ments and what they can do, even 
under limited circumstances. 

I cannot put a line item in the budget 
for you on that one. There is no way I 
can calculate the cost of what it means 
for a child to understand that a fellow 
classmate of theirs—in an elementary 

school, by the way—is learning and 
doing their best. What a better citizen, 
what a better person that child with-
out those needs is because of that expe-
rience. It is an incredible thing to see, 
to watch children caring for each 
other. What better adults they are 
going to be when they are grown up in 
society, understanding that not every-
one who is a part of this country—with 
all the great success we attribute to 
our own Nation—are without problems. 

This amendment is designed to do 
what we can to see to it that we pro-
vide more help to these communities 
and to these families and these chil-
dren whom we all agree and understand 
deserve our support. We don’t want to 
go back, obviously, to the days when 
we excluded as many as 80 percent of 
the children in this country with dis-
abilities from receiving an education. 
We are not doing that, but we have a 
choice now, in the next few hours. 

We have a choice to make on Head 
Start. We have a choice to make on 
special education. It can be done. Don’t 
go home to constituents and say it was 
impossible for us to do it. It is not im-
possible. It is possible. It is a question 
of whether you want to make the 
choice to make it possible. That is the 
difference. That is what we are asking 
here to do. 

Again, I commend my colleague from 
New York and thank her immensely for 
offering this amendment. I look for-
ward to someday getting some real suc-
cess in all of this. But this is a major 
step forward, and I commend her for it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague, who has been such 
a great leader on this issue, for his elo-
quent, passionate explanation as to 
why this amendment is so important. I 
also thank the chairman for his very 
eloquent and moving statement and ap-
preciate his leadership on this and so 
many other issues over the years. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2313 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent that the pending amendment be 
set aside to call up amendment No. 
2313. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. The clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New York [Mrs. CLIN-

TON], for herself, and Mr. SCHUMER, proposes 
an amendment numbered 2313. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide for payments to the 

New York State Uninsured Employers 
Fund for reimbursement of claims related 
to the terrorist attacks of September 11, 
2001, and payments to the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention for treatment 
for emergency services personnel and res-
cue and recovery personnel) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 

SEC. ll.(a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, $125,000,000 shall be avail-
able and shall remain available until ex-
pended to replace the funds appropriated but 
not expended under chapter 8 of division B of 
the Department of Defense and Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations for Recovery 
from and Response to Terrorist Attacks on 
the United States Act, 2002 (Public Law 107– 
117), and of such amount, $50,000,000 shall be 
made available for payment to the New York 
State Uninsured Employers Fund for reim-
bursement of claims related to the terrorist 
attacks of September 11, 2001 and for reim-
bursement of claims related to the first re-
sponse emergency services personnel who 
were injured, were disabled, or died due to 
such terrorist attacks, and $75,000,000 shall 
be made available to the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention upon enactment of 
this Act, and shall remain available until ex-
pended, for purposes related to the Sep-
tember 11, 2001 terrorist attacks. In expend-
ing such funds, the Director of the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention shall give 
first priority to the existing programs co-
ordinated by the Mount Sinai Center for Oc-
cupational and Environmental Medicine, the 
Fire Department of New York City Bureau of 
Health Services and Counseling Services 
Unit, the New York City Police Foundation’s 
Project COPE, Police Organization Pro-
viding Peer Assistance, and the New York 
City Department of Health and Mental Hy-
giene World Trade Center Health Registry 
that administer baseline and follow-up 
screening, clinical examinations, or long- 
term medical health monitoring, analysis, or 
treatment for emergency services personnel 
or rescue and recovery personnel, and shall 
give secondary priority to similar programs 
coordinated by other entities working with 
the State of New York and New York City. 

On page 116, line 10, strike ‘‘$3,326,000,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$3,201,000,000’’ in lieu thereof. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be temporarily set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2215, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I have a 
technical modification to one of my 
amendments that has been pending. It 
is amendment No. 2215. I ask unani-
mous consent that the pending amend-
ments be set aside, that amendment be 
called up, and I be allowed to submit 
the modification to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment is so modified. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 
(Purpose: To increase funding for community 

health centers) 

At the appropriate place in title II, insert 
the following: 

SEC. ll. Amounts appropriated in this 
title for community health center programs 
under section 330 of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 254b) shall be increased by 
$198,560,000. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act, amounts appropriated 
under this Act shall be reduced by 0.14 per-
cent. 

Mr. SUNUNU. I yield the floor. 
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Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in the 

absence of any Senator seeking rec-
ognition, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, we 
have a request from Senator DEMINT 
for 15 minutes of morning business. 
This would be a good time to accommo-
date that request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2228 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to set aside the 
pending amendment and call up 
amendment No. 2228 already filed at 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN], for 

himself, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, and Mr. KENNEDY, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2228. 

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To ensure the scientific integrity 

of Federally-funded scientific advisory 
committees and their findings) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. (a) None of the funds made avail-

able in this Act may be used to request that 
a candidate for appointment to a Federal sci-
entific advisory committee disclose the po-
litical affiliation or voting history of the 
candidate or the position that the candidate 
holds with respect to political issues not di-
rectly related to and necessary for the work 
of the committee involved. 

(b) None of the funds made available in 
this Act may be used to disseminate sci-
entific information that is deliberately false 
or misleading. 

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senators LAUTENBERG, FEIN-
GOLD, BINGAMAN, and KENNEDY be 
added as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, all of us 
benefit from scientific information and 
advice provided by many Federal agen-
cies. When we go to the Centers for 

Disease Control Web site to read about 
infectious disease threats or turn to 
the National Cancer Institute to learn 
about the latest in cancer treatment, 
we have confidence that we are being 
provided with honest, accurate, and ob-
jective information. We rely on sci-
entists and medical experts serving the 
National Institutes of Health to make 
wise decisions based on real science, 
not politics, to ensure that our invest-
ments in medical research will improve 
the health of Americans for genera-
tions to come. 

The amendment I offer seeks to en-
sure that the American people will con-
tinue to benefit from the best possible 
scientific advice and information from 
the Government’s scientific advisers 
and from the Federal agencies them-
selves. First, the amendment prohibits 
the use of Federal funds to ask can-
didates for appointment to scientific 
advisory committees to disclose their 
voting history, their political affili-
ation, or their opinions on unrelated 
political topics. When the Federal Gov-
ernment seeks expert medical and 
technical advice, it should look for the 
very best experts. It should not limit 
itself to only those experts who voted 
for a particular political candidate or 
who agree with any President’s policies 
or who support the death penalty. That 
is not how we, in our personal lives, 
would go about choosing a doctor. It 
should not be the way our Government 
seeks out expert scientific advice. 

It appears this is exactly what has 
happened in a number of instances. In 
the year 2002, Dr. William Miller, pro-
fessor of psychology and psychiatry at 
the University of New Mexico, was de-
nied a position on the National Advi-
sory Council on Drug Abuse after he 
admitted that he had not voted for the 
President. Dr. Miller was also asked for 
his views on abortion rights and the 
death penalty. This was for an appoint-
ment to the National Advisory Council 
on Drug Abuse. 

In March 2004, the White House 
screened a nominee to the Arctic Re-
search Commission, an advisory panel 
on issues that include Arctic drilling. 
According to the candidate, Dr. Sharon 
Smith, a professor of marine ecology at 
the University of Miami: 

The first and only question was, ‘‘do you 
support the President?’’ 

Following incidents such as these, 
the National Academies of Science con-
vened a committee to study how the 
Government should select its science 
advisers. Earlier this year it issued a 
report that said candidates for sci-
entific advisory positions should find it 
inappropriate to be asked to provide 
nonrelevant information such as their 
voting record, political party affili-
ation, or their position on particular 
policies. The report goes on to compare 
these types of questions to asking can-
didates about their hair color or their 
height. 

My amendment would prohibit the 
use of Federal funds to ask these inap-
propriate political questions of medical 

and scientific experts. My amendment 
also prohibits the use of funds to dis-
seminate scientific information that is 
false or misleading. This ensures that 
Americans can continue to have full 
confidence and trust that scientific in-
formation provided by the Federal Gov-
ernment is honest, accurate, and objec-
tive. 

There is reason to be concerned. In 
one notorious incident, the key find-
ings section of a 2003 report on health 
care disparities was rewritten and edit-
ed to leave out conclusions about the 
seriousness and pervasiveness of racial 
and ethnic disparities in health care. In 
fact, the word ‘‘disparity’’ itself was 
edited out. The word appears 30 times 
in the original draft, only twice in the 
edited version. 

Joseph Betancourt, a Harvard pro-
fessor who served on two Institute of 
Medicine panels on inequity in health 
care, said: 

I admire the Administration’s ability to 
look at the positive, but it shouldn’t come at 
the expense of the truth. 

Eventually, the Department of 
Health and Human Services admitted 
it made a mistake and agreed to re-
lease the original, more honest version. 
This kind of incident should not hap-
pen again. My amendment prohibits 
the use of funds to disseminate sci-
entific information that is deliberately 
false or misleading. This amendment 
makes sure that all of us can continue 
to have full faith and confidence in the 
scientific information that is being 
provided by our Federal Government. 

I urge my colleagues to support sci-
entific integrity in Federal agencies by 
voting for the amendment. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DEMINT. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak for 15 minutes in morn-
ing business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That au-
thority has already been granted. 

Mr. DEMINT. If I may, I ask the 
Chair to notify me when I have 1 
minute remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will be notified when he has a 
minute remaining. 

FISCAL CONCERNS 
Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, yester-

day I spoke on the floor about the need 
for fiscal responsibility and the need to 
pass a deficit reduction bill to get our 
fiscal house in order. These are serious 
times, difficult for our country and for 
many of our citizens. Americans are 
demanding bold and immediate action. 

The Senator from Oklahoma, Dr. 
COBURN, made some important remarks 
on the floor last week. I want to asso-
ciate myself with them. Senator 
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COBURN talked about a distant rumble, 
a rumble at the grassroots level, the 
sound of hard-working Americans who 
are getting increasingly angry with 
out-of-control Government spending, 
waste, fraud, and abuse. 

This rumble is becoming a roar, and 
it is the sound of the growing frustra-
tion of the American people. It is a 
sense of increasing disgust about bla-
tant overspending, our inability to 
make the tough budget choices the 
American people make every day, and 
our unwillingness to make priorities 
rather than spending our children and 
grandchildren’s future. 

I am very pleased the Senate Repub-
licans are developing a deficit reduc-
tion package that will cut Government 
waste and reduce Federal spending. 
The fiscal discipline comes at a critical 
time. There are many wasteful prac-
tices of Government, and I will look at 
one of them today in Medicaid. 

In New York, there was a dentist who 
overbilled Medicaid, claiming to per-
form as many as 991 procedures in a 
single day. It was also reported that 
school officials in New York have en-
rolled tens of thousands of low-income 
students in speech therapy without the 
required evaluation. This created more 
than $1 billion in questionable Med-
icaid payments for their districts. In 
fact, one Buffalo school sent over 4,000 
students into speech therapy in a sin-
gle day without talking to them or re-
viewing their records. 

In Illinois, another dentist cheated 
Medicaid out of more than $200,000 in 
bogus payments. This man falsely 
claimed to treat abused children in the 
care of the State’s child welfare agency 
for 7 years. 

In California, a Medicaid fraud 
scheme involved more than 15 clinical 
laboratories that illegally billed over 
$20 million for tests that were never 
authorized by physicians. 

In Florida, an ophthalmologist wrote 
prescriptions for a single drug worth 
over $2 million over a 2-year period. 

The list goes on and on. We are talk-
ing about Medicaid fraud and abuse, 
not medical care for the poor. The Gov-
ernment Accountability Office reports 
that perhaps 10 percent of all Medicaid 
spending is questionable or fraudulent. 

We must stop this waste. The Repub-
lican deficit reduction package will 
create some needed accountability to 
this program. 

I have heard objections to these sav-
ings from those who believe that these 
savings will fall on the poor. This is ab-
surd. We are trying to catch a thief, 
not hurt the poor. If we let billions and 
billions continue to be wasted, stolen, 
or embezzled, that will hurt the poor. 
This is a small amount compared to 
the overall budget. This plan, this total 
deficit reduction plan we are talking 
about, which includes the changes in 
Medicaid, will reduce mandatory 
spending by only $35 billion over 5 
years, which is less than one-half of 1 
percent of total spending this year. 

These spending reductions represent 
only about one-third of the reductions 

Congress passed in 1993 and 1997. In 
1993, Congress passed a reduction pack-
age that trimmed about $78 billion. 
That is 2.6 times greater than what we 
are talking about today. Unfortunately 
and curiously, many Democrats who 
supported this larger effort in 1993 are 
opposing our modest downpayment 
today. 

In 1997, Congress passed a reduction 
package that trimmed about $89 bil-
lion. That is over three times greater 
than what we are talking about today. 
Unfortunately and curiously, many 
Democrats who supported this larger 
effort in 1997 are opposing our modest 
downpayment today. 

This plan, this $35 billion reduction, 
is a small amount to ask in the context 
of our total budget, and it is only a 
downpayment on our future deficit. We 
need to do much more. 

I cannot understand why some of my 
Democratic colleagues will not support 
this modest effort, given all the waste, 
fraud, and abuse we have in Govern-
ment today. I find this opposition in-
triguing because many of these same 
Senators supported similar measures 
that were far more substantial. In fact, 
in 1993, they thought $78 billion in sav-
ings was not big enough. Here is a 
quote from Senator KERRY from Massa-
chusetts: 

My own personal view is we have not cut 
enough where we could have and should have 
cut more. 

And Senator DORGAN from North Da-
kota: 

I favored a more robust deficit reduction 
by cutting another $100 billion in wasteful or 
low-priority spending. 

Senator BIDEN from Delaware: 
Specifically I want more spending cuts. 

In 1997, when Congress cut $114 bil-
lion, my Democratic colleagues ap-
plauded it and some wanted more. Sen-
ator BYRD of West Virginia said: 

If the budget resolution included only the 
aforementioned spending reductions, I would 
likely be standing on the floor today declar-
ing my unequivocal support for its passage. 

Senator CONRAD from North Dakota: 
I rise to support the budget agreement. I 

believe it is a modest step—I want to empha-
size ‘‘modest’’—in the right direction. 

And Senator DURBIN from Illinois: 
This budget package cuts 115 billion over 5 

years, without excessive new burdens on sen-
iors . . . This budget cuts only $13 billion 
from Medicaid over 5 years . . . On balance 
. . . the spending package . . . [is] worthy of 
support. 

I think it is important to note that 33 
of my current Democratic colleagues 
were in the Senate at the time and sup-
ported the deficit reduction package. I 
am deeply troubled by the apparent 
flip-flopping around here. We hear a lot 
of talk from my Democratic friends 
about the need to keep our fiscal house 
in order, but then they offer amend-
ment after amendment to increase 
spending. 

Mr. President, I know this is difficult 
to read from where you sit, but these 
are the amendments to add to the 
budget this year by Democrats which 
totaled $460 billion. 

During the debate on the budget res-
olution, they tried to increase spending 
by $192 billion—here on our Democratic 
‘‘spendometer.’’ During debate on the 
emergency supplemental, they offered 
amendments to increase spending by 
another $10 billion. During the debate 
on the various appropriations bills, 
they tried to increase spending by an-
other $253 billion. I think all of this 
shows us something, something the 
American people understand very well: 
Democrats are not for keeping our fis-
cal house in order. They are for higher 
spending and higher taxes. Rather than 
making modest reductions today, they 
prefer to spend, spend, spend. This new 
spending sets them up to tax, tax, tax. 
We need to wake up. We cannot keep 
spending and taxing, taxing and spend-
ing. 

There is no problem too big for 
America to solve if we have the com-
mitment and the strength to do it. The 
time for excuses and obstruction is 
over. I am here today to appeal to 
every Senator to support our deficit re-
duction package that will help cut the 
cost of Government so we have all of 
our strength to secure America’s fu-
ture. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Democratic leader. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I came here 

to speak on another subject, but I have 
to comment on the statements made 
by my distinguished colleague. 

The American people are smart 
enough to understand what is going on 
in this country. The House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate are con-
trolled by Republicans. The White 
House is controlled by a Republican. 
All the agencies of Government are 
headed by individuals appointed by this 
President. For someone to come and 
lecture us on spending when both 
Houses of Congress are controlled by 
Republicans and the President is a Re-
publican takes a lot of nerve. 

Of course, we are all opposed to Med-
icaid fraud and abuse. Of course, there 
are programs that need to be imple-
mented. But I say to my distinguished 
friend from South Carolina, the Presi-
dent has the tools to do that right now, 
without any new laws. The tools are 
there. Have his Justice Department do 
something about it. In fact, some time 
could be spent on that, for sure. 

My friend spoke about some of the 
things going wrong in the State of New 
York. I would suggest that my friend 
look at this White House as to what is 
going wrong. The person who was in 
charge of procurement at the Office of 
Management and Budget was led away 
in handcuffs because of alleged corrup-
tion. When this President took office 5 
years ago, the 10-year surplus was ex-
pected to be about $5 to $6 trillion. 
This has been squandered in 5 years; 
squandered. In 5 years of this President 
we have a debt now—not over 10 years 
but right now—of $8 trillion. So don’t 
lecture us on a spendometer. 

This Government is controlled by Re-
publicans. What happened when we had 
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a Democrat in the White House? Some 
of the time we had a Democratic-con-
trolled Senate, 2 years during Presi-
dent Clinton’s administration we had 
Democratic control of the House of 
Representatives. What happened? In 
1993 his Budget Deficit Reduction Act 
passed. How did it pass? Without a sin-
gle vote by the Republicans in the 
House and without a single vote by the 
Republicans in the Senate. A tie had to 
be broken by Al Gore, Vice President of 
the United States. What happened after 
that, this country went on the most 
prolonged economic boom in the his-
tory of the country. In the last 3 years 
of the Clinton administration the debt 
was being paid down by some half a 
trillion dollars. We were spending less 
money than we were taking in. 

So don’t lecture us on how money is 
to be spent. This White House has 
squandered trillions of taxpayers’ dol-
lars. 

I did not come up with the verbiage 
describing the budget that is now going 
to be reconciled in the next couple 
weeks. I didn’t come up with the ver-
biage. The leading Protestant churches 
in America came up with the verbiage 
that the budget is immoral. And that 
was before Katrina hit us. If this budg-
et was immoral then, it is really im-
moral now. 

What are we going to do? What do 
the Republicans want to do? I say to 
the American public, they want to cut 
more. What do they want to cut it 
from? Not the elite of America, but the 
poorest of the poor, starting with Med-
icaid, programs for the poorest of the 
poor. The people suffering the most 
from Katrina are still suffering. I was 
with some of them in the House of Rep-
resentatives yesterday. They came and 
met with us. One woman lost her job. 
She was a janitor. The school is gone. 
She has applied for Medicaid. They 
turned her down because we can’t get 
our bill out of this Senate. In the 
House, they apparently want to cut 
student aid as part of reconciliation. 
And to top it off, Republicans in the 
House and Senate want to give more 
tax cuts to the rich. If they want to 
have a better looking program around 
here, wash out some of that. 

So I want everyone to know that 
when someone comes to the floor and 
makes statements that are basically 
without foundation, we are going to re-
spond to them. We don’t have to stand 
and be lectured to about the White 
House, the House, and the Senate 
squandering the legacy of this last ad-
ministration—namely, the Clinton ad-
ministration—without our ability to 
respond. Don’t give me a spendometer. 
Give me the ability to get the spending 
of this country in order. For 5 years, 
we have seen it go out of whack. 

I want to say one other thing about 
the statement made by my friend from 
South Carolina. He talks about amend-
ments offered by Democratic col-
leagues on different pieces of legisla-
tion. With rare exception, those all had 
offsets. So what that means to the 

American public is it wold not have 
cost the American public any more be-
cause it was offset by spending cuts in 
other places. 

Again, I want everyone to under-
stand, when statements are made that 
I think are without foundation, keep-
ing in mind we have a Republican 
President, a Republican House of Rep-
resentatives, and a Republican Senate, 
either this Senator or someone on this 
side will be available to answer those 
statements. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I will be 
calling up a series of amendments. Be-
fore I do that, I visited with the chair-
man of this subcommittee. I have four 
amendments to offer. I ask unanimous 
consent that we not exceed 45 minutes 
on them, equally divided between my-
self and those opposing this amend-
ment. I think a couple of these amend-
ments will probably be accepted. One 
of them will have some significant de-
bate; the other one probably will not. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Senator 

from Oklahoma. 
Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-

ject, what was the request? Mr. Presi-
dent, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2231 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I call up 
amendment No. 2231. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment is 
set aside. The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2231. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require that any limitation, di-

rective, or earmarking contained in either 
the House of Representatives or Senate re-
port accompanying this bill be included in 
the conference report or joint statement 
accompanying the bill in order to be con-
sidered as having been approved by both 
Houses of Congress) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. Any limitation, directive, or ear-

marking contained in either the House of 
Representatives or Senate report accom-
panying H.R. 3010 shall also be included in 
the conference report or joint statement ac-
companying H.R. 3010 in order to be consid-
ered as having been approved by both Houses 
of Congress. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, this is 
an amendment that has been accepted 
on four appropriations bills thus far. 
When it was last voted on, it was ac-
cepted 55 to 39 by the Senate. 

It simply is an amendment that says 
we ought to know what we are voting 
on. We call it the sunshine amendment. 

The procedure is oftentimes on con-
ference reports that come back to the 
Senate, we know what we have in 
there, we know what is in the con-
ference report, but we are not aware of 
what the House earmarks are in those 
appropriations conference reports. 

This is simply an amendment that 
says those conference earmarks ought 
to be made available to Members of the 
Senate so they can, in fact, know what 
they are voting on in an appropriations 
conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I think 
the idea offered by the Senator from 
Oklahoma, that all of the earmarks be 
specified in the conference report, is a 
very sound idea. The earmarks from 
this bill have traditionally and always 
have been properly identified. 

I am very pleased to accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. COBURN. I thank the Senator 
from Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment No. 2231. 

The amendment (No. 2231) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2233 
(Purpose: To prohibit the use of funds for 
HIV Vaccine Awareness Day activities) 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I call up 
amendment No. 2233. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment is 
set aside. 

The clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2233. 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. Notwithstanding any other pro-

vision of this Act, none of the funds appro-
priated in this Act may be used for any ac-
tivities associated with HIV Vaccine Aware-
ness Day. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, all this 
amendment does is say that money 
spent for HIV vaccine research ought 
to be spent on HIV vaccine research. 
There has been $5.2 million spent in the 
last 4 years to create an HIV Vaccine 
Awareness Day. It is not used for re-
cruitment of candidates. It is not used 
for recruitment for anything other 
than to celebrate the fact that we are 
working on an HIV vaccine. 

I believe it is very important that 
dollars for research on HIV go to re-
search on HIV and a vaccine, in par-
ticular. The hope is that sometime in 
the next 5 to 10 years, we will have a 
vaccine. We do not have a cure for HIV, 
no matter how hard we work, how 
many hundreds of millions of dollars 
we are putting into that. And for us to 
have spent $5.2 million over the last 4 
years and another million dollars over 
the next year in promotional activity 
to make Americans aware that we are 
working on an HIV vaccine is an im-
proper placement of the dollars being 
spent. 
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I believe the dollars will be better 

spent toward HIV vaccine efforts rath-
er than an effort to make people aware 
of that fact. 

I hope the Senator from Iowa and the 
Senator from Pennsylvania will accept 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 

purpose of the advertisements, I have 
one in my hand, is to set the stage for 
recruiting people, as represented to me, 
to use the vaccine when it is developed. 
This ad, for example, pictures a man 
which says: 

I’m fighting to stop a killer. HIV is a kill-
er. I’m a witness. I have buried babies, I have 
buried old people and young people, people 
like me, people like you. HIV is serious. So 
my life’s work is helping others learn about 
it and prevent it. Today, thousands of re-
search, medical professionals, and volunteers 
are committed to discovering a vaccine that 
prevents HIV and stopping this epidemic. To 
them I say, I’m with you. 

This ad tries to stimulate awareness 
of what is being done, an ultimate tool 
in finding people who will be volun-
teers. 

NIH has run this ad. What I suggest 
to the Senator from Oklahoma is that 
we set the amendment aside and take a 
closer look at the purposes NIH has in 
mind in using it. Then we can revisit it 
and decide whether to accept it or 
whether to contest it and have a vote 
on it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I will be 
happy to set the amendment aside, but 
I have to let you know we have looked 
at all the ads. There has never been re-
cruitment of anybody for vaccine trials 
in any of the ads they have ever run. 
The American people ought to be ask-
ing, why would we be spending $1 mil-
lion a year? Everybody in this country 
knows HIV is deadly. There is no lack 
of knowledge on that issue. To spend $1 
million on HIV Vaccine Awareness Day 
is $1 million to help people with HIV 
through the ADAP program, $1 million 
to fund an extra research model or it is 
$1 million to fund three researchers on 
an HIV vaccine a year. 

I believe we would be well advised to 
prioritize the money that is going 
there. I would be happy to set this 
amendment aside, as per the chair-
man’s request. 

I am adamant that I think that we 
are not spending the money properly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SUNUNU). The Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. 

Mr. SPECTER. I ask to set it aside 
and move on to the next amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendments are 
set aside. 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2230 

Mr. COBURN. I call up amendment 
No. 2230. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2230. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To limit funding for conferences) 
On page 222, between lines 5 and 6, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 517. LIMITATION ON FUNDING FOR CON-

FERENCES. 
(a) DEPARTMENT OF LABOR.—Of the funds 

made available for the Department of Labor 
under the heading ‘‘Departmental Manage-
ment, Salaries and Expenses’’ in title I, not 
to exceed $2,000,000 shall be available for ex-
penses related to conferences, including for 
conference programs, staff time, travel 
costs, and related expenses. 

(b) DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES.—Of the funds made available for 
the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices under the heading ‘‘Office of the Sec-
retary, General Departmental Management’’ 
in title II, not to exceed $25,000,000 shall be 
available for expenses related to conferences, 
including for conference programs, staff 
time, travel costs, and related expenses. 

(c) DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION.—Of the 
funds made available for the Department of 
Education under the heading ‘‘Departmental 
Management, Program Administration’’ in 
title III, not to exceed $2,000,000 shall be 
available for expenses related to conferences, 
including for conference programs, staff 
time, travel costs, and related expenses. 

Mr. COBURN. This is a very straight-
forward amendment. Growth in con-
ferences in the Federal Government 
has exploded in the last 6 years in this 
country. Over the past 5 years, the De-
partment of HHS has spent $300 million 
on conferences. 

The idea of conferences and using 
communication to put forward ideas, 
to promote health, to promote pro-
grams is a good idea, but the expanded 
growth of these programs through each 
of these departments, Labor and 
Health and Human Services, has grown 
exponentially at the same time that 
technology has grown even greater. 
There is a lack of utilization of those 
technologies in a time of budget du-
ress, in a time of tremendous debt, in a 
time where last year we added $546 bil-
lion to our children’s debt, and we are 
struggling with Katrina. 

This amendment caps the conference 
costs for each of these departments so 
that the other moneys can be used in 
more productive ways. It forces cre-
ativity through conferences. It pro-
motes videoconferencing. It saves mil-
lions of dollars in travel and hotel 
costs and still allows the flexibility of 
the Departments for conferences, but 
does it with the technology we have 
today, a smarter, more current, and 
more effective means of accomplishing 
communication with which each of 
these agencies is charged. 

I will limit my comments to that and 
respond should the chairman and rank-
ing member have questions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 

Department of Health and Human 
Services opposes this amendment say-
ing that they are important for their 
work and best practices. I note that a 
similar amendment was offered on the 
Transportation, Treasury, and HUD ap-
propriations bill and that it was agreed 
upon by a voice vote. 

Before taking a definitive position, I 
would like to conduct a further inquiry 
with HHS. In preparation for this bill 
being on the floor, we have an idea of 
the amendments which are going to be 
offered, and we have information pro-
vided by the administrative agency. I 
understand the logic of the position of 
the Senator from Oklahoma. I do not 
want to abandon the agency without 
giving them an opportunity to present 
in a fuller way their ideas. We will con-
sult with them and come back to the 
Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. SPECTER. I do. 
Mr. COBURN. My only request is 

that the Senator would allow my staff 
to be there as they make this presen-
tation. We have done significant re-
search on their expenditures on these 
conferences, and we would love to have 
the opportunity, if the Senator so al-
lowed it, for us to participate as they 
make their presentation. 

Mr. SPECTER. I would think it man-
datory that the Senator’s staff be 
present. 

Mr. COBURN. I thank the chairman. 
Mr. SPECTER. Of course. The Sen-

ator and his staff are welcome to what-
ever information we have. We want the 
Senator to know what it is every step 
of the way. I believe in full disclosure. 
Let us find out what the facts are. It 
has always been a point of mine that if 
one comes to an agreement on the 
facts, they can almost always come to 
an agreement on policy that flows from 
the facts. We will set up a meeting 
jointly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. I ask that the pending 
amendment be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2232 
Mr. COBURN. I call up amendment 

No. 2232. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2232. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To increase funding for the AIDS 

drug assistance program) 
On page 139, line 16, insert after the colon 

the following: ‘‘Provided further, That in ad-
dition to amounts otherwise made available 
for State AIDS Drug Assistance Programs 
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authorized by such section 2616, the Sec-
retary shall transfer $60,000,000 from the 
amount appropriated under this Act for the 
construction and renovation of the facilities 
of the Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention to carry out such Drug Assistance 
Programs:’’. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, this 
amendment does not save us any 
money but saves hundreds of lives. 
Some 5 years ago, we embarked on 
making major changes at the CDC 
through a construction program, 
through advancing the facilities there 
by increasing the capabilities of the 
CDC. At the end of this fiscal year, 
September 30, they had unspent mon-
eys in excess of $240 million going to-
ward this construction budget. This 
year, the President asked for $30 mil-
lion to be in that construction budget. 
The House passed $30 million in the 
construction budget. I believe we have 
in this bill $225 million for additional 
construction moneys, making available 
almost $500 million for expenditure in 
the next 12 months. 

This amendment is a simple amend-
ment. It is backed by thousands of 
groups in the country, and it says 
while people are dying from HIV, they 
cannot get medicines under the ADAP 
program because we cannot fund it sig-
nificantly. We have multiple States 
with people on waiting lists. We have 
multiple States that cap the available 
benefits. It is a death sentence to those 
people with HIV today. This moves $60 
million from that account into the 
AIDS Drug Assistance Program, a vital 
program to keep people working, to 
keep people active, and to make the 
lifesaving drugs available to those peo-
ple with an infection of HIV who have 
no other access to lifesaving drugs. 

I believe priorities ought to be di-
rected toward the emerging disease 
program at the CDC. As a matter of 
fact, that building is complete. It is in 
the works. We are working to finalize 
all of that. This $60 million, which still 
brings us down to $165 million plus the 
$240 million that is in the account, will 
put us at $400 million still for CDC to 
move forward, and we will do some-
thing that has never yet been done 
since ADAP started: We will have 
enough funding to make sure every-
body with HIV in this country has the 
medicine they need to stay alive. 

I know it is a controversial question 
for my fellow Senators from Georgia. 
The CDC happens to be there. This puts 
no risk to the CDC expansion in Colo-
rado, as it is directed in the budget. It 
puts no risk to that whatsoever. I be-
lieve we ought to be thinking about 
people, not buildings. 

We have moved on the emerging dis-
eases portion of this. This will not slow 
down any of that construction. It will, 
however, maybe slow down the Japa-
nese gardens and the tremendous wa-
terfalls and all of the gardens that are 
going to be there. 

One other thing, the CDC has just 
completed a $62 million visitors center. 
I am asking for $60 million for people 
who have HIV, who are never going to 

get to visit the visitors center. I do not 
know how we spent $62 million on a 
visitors center for the CDC, but I be-
lieve that priority is wrong when peo-
ple are dying from HIV and do not have 
the available medicines. 

I yield until a further time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, would 

the Senator from Pennsylvania yield 
just for an announcement? 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I do. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the Senator from Oklahoma 
is recognized. 

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the Senator 
from Pennsylvania. 

I have been trying for some time to 
get an amendment in, and it is at the 
desk. I am not going to ask that it be 
brought up right now, but I am going 
to announce that regardless of the pro-
cedure that is used, I am going to get 
a vote on it between now and the pas-
sage of this bill. It is a one-sentence 
amendment that says: Beginning with 
fiscal year 2007 and thereafter, all non-
defense, nontrust fund discretionary 
spending shall not exceed the previous 
fiscal years without a two-thirds vote 
of the Members. 

It is very simple and straightforward. 
I am not going to do it right now, but 
I will do it before final passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. We would be glad to 
accommodate the senior Senator from 
Oklahoma. We can handle that amend-
ment. 

Mr. INHOFE. I appreciate that. The 
reason I cannot stay, I chair the Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee. 
We have a very large hearing. I will be 
there for the rest of the afternoon. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, we will 
find a time which is convenient to the 
senior Senator from Oklahoma. 

On to the pending amendment, it is 
always difficult in the floor debate 
when we talk about facts to know what 
the facts are. My training is that we 
want to find out the facts, so we have 
a trial and present witnesses, the wit-
nesses testify, and then we find out 
what the facts are. 

I do know this about CDC because I 
visited the facility about 5 years ago 
and found it in shambles. I have seen a 
lot of Federal installations. I have 
never seen one as ramshackle as the 
Centers for Disease Control. We saw 
premier scientists with their desks in 
the corridors. We were advised that 
there were many toxic substances 
which were not properly secured. It 
was a mess. I then consulted with the 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices—this goes back a few years, as I 
say—and no attention had been paid to 
it. 

Senator HARKIN later made a similar 
visit, and that year, on an immediate 
basis, my recollection is we appro-
priated $175 million. Then we took a 
look at their plans for very extensive 
renovation when we had appropriated 
seriatim substantial sums of money. 

When the Senator from Oklahoma 
says that monies have not been spent, 
it is represented to me that contrac-
tors will not contract with the Federal 
Government unless they know the 
money is in hand. Understandably, un-
less there is authorization and appro-
priation, nobody wants to do business 
with some Federal employee who 
makes representations without having 
the cash in hand. That is the advice 
which is coming to me. 

The landscaping is said to be very 
modest, which would not include a Jap-
anese garden. I would like to inquire 
more to find out about it. From what I 
have seen of the officials at the Centers 
for Disease Control, Dr. Julie 
Gerberding is an extraordinary public 
servant. I know that when I have want-
ed some information on the problems 
of pandemic flu, I had to find her in 
Bangkok, where she was making an 
international survey. I know when we 
had a deadly botulism in western Penn-
sylvania a couple of years ago, I called 
her up and she came on a weekend to 
Beaver County, Pennsylvania. I do not 
think it was just because the chairman 
of the appropriations subcommittee 
was calling; that is the kind of service 
they perform. 

They wrestle with HIV, SARS, and 
hurricanes, and now they are wrestling 
with pandemic flu. Among the many 
people in the Federal Government 
whom I have dealt with—and there 
have been quite a few in the course of 
my time—I would rate Dr. Gerberding, 
who is the head of it, very highly. 

Having mentioned Japanese gardens, 
I have just been handed a note from my 
staff that says it does have a Japanese 
garden. Well, I wish to inquire further. 
Maybe there could be a less expensive 
exotic garden than a Japanese garden. 

I do, at my risk, commend the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma for his tenacity 
and for his sharpness in digging up 
wasteful spending. I do believe that on 
this one, he is on the wrong track, but 
the Senators from Georgia are present, 
and I know they want to be heard. I 
think the distinguished ranking mem-
ber wants to be heard. So I will yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I join 
my chairman and support his views on 
this amendment. He correctly stated a 
lot of the history of how this has come 
about. Between the two of us, as we 
have alternated as chairmen of this 
subcommittee, it has been a strong bi-
partisan effort, not just between the 
two of us but on both sides of the aisle 
for a long time, to bring the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention in 
Atlanta’s facilities up to the 21st cen-
tury. 

I remember having gone down in the 
1990s. I had seen this movie ‘‘Out-
break’’ starring Dustin Hoffman. It 
supposedly had taken place at the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention 
in Atlanta. I was quite taken by all of 
the containment facilities and how 
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modern it was in this movie, and I 
wanted to go down and see all this. 
Imagine my surprise when I went down 
to the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention and I asked to see these 
wonderful facilities that were in this 
movie and I was told the movie pro-
ducers had come down to film the 
movie there, saw the facilities, and 
said no one would ever believe these 
ramshackle buildings are our Centers 
for Disease Control, so they went out 
and built their own movie set to make 
the movie. 

I went around and looked at their 
buildings, some predating World War 
II, in which the most virulent speci-
mens of viruses and other things were 
being dealt with. There was a tremen-
dous concern about safety. We perhaps 
didn’t think about it in terms we are 
thinking about it now, but in terms of 
terrorist activity, about someone being 
able to abscond with some of those 
very lethal strains, plus the environ-
ment for scientists to be able to work 
down there. 

After looking at this and consulting 
with one another, and others, and with 
probably three administrations, Repub-
lican and Democratic, it was decided 
we needed to bring these buildings up 
to the 21st century. We embarked on 
that and we are about through bringing 
them up. They are state of the art, as 
they should be. 

We have always prided ourselves in 
America of being on the leading edge— 
not on the edge, being way out in front 
of everyone in our medical research, 
but also in terms of the Centers for 
Disease Control. I don’t know that 
there is any institution in America 
dealing with health and safety that is 
called upon more around the globe to 
do something than the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention. Whether 
it was SARS a few years ago—think 
about it. We prevented SARS from 
coming to America. We did. The Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention 
did. They are called upon all over the 
globe, whether it is for Ebola, swine 
flu, of course now the avian flu, a pan-
demic that may be confronting us 
shortly. 

These buildings need to be finished. 
We have the plan. We have gone 
through. We have had our oversight 
hearings and we found they came 
through on time and under budget, so I 
think we ought to finish it. 

I would say the AIDS Drug Assist-
ance Program the Senator is talking 
about is a good program. I have no 
problems putting money into those 
programs if they are good programs. 
But to take it from the Centers for Dis-
ease Control for that is—talk about 
robbing Peter to pay Paul, you are in-
vading one entity that goes to control 
and prevent diseases and illnesses in 
America and putting it into another 
one. It doesn’t make much sense. I 
think we ought to finish our projects, 
be proud of the buildings that are built 
there, be proud of the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention and what 
they do for America and for the world. 

I am opposed to this amendment. We 
ought to finish the job we started on. I 
don’t know about Japanese gardens. I 
don’t know that much about gardens 
and stuff such as that. But, you know, 
if I might make a minor observation, I 
remember traveling through the Soviet 
Union years ago and looking at all the 
government buildings built in Moscow 
and places such as that, East Germany. 
They were stark, sterile, concrete 
block buildings. Who would ever want 
to work there? They were ugly; de-
pressing. Is that what we want to build 
here? 

As I said, I don’t know much about 
Japanese gardens, but this is the pre-
mier facility in the world regarding 
health and disease prevention. 

I understand that the building in 
question where this garden is—in fact, 
I went down and saw it. It is designed 
to emphasize healthy living. The stairs 
are located on exterior walls to in-
crease daylight and to encourage daily 
physical activity. We talked about that 
with Dr. Gerberding. The green space 
around the building includes a stream 
fed by water runoff collected from the 
building to make the area inviting for 
exercise. I remember seeing that. I 
didn’t think it was a Japanese garden; 
I thought it was a green space. But it 
is to get people out, exercise, walk 
more. As far as I am concerned, the 
more green space and the more day-
light and the more exercise people get 
there, the better off we are. That is 
what they are preaching, right? They 
are preaching to us to do more exercise 
to stay healthy. I guess they are going 
to start doing that more on their own 
at the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention. 

I understand what the Senator from 
Oklahoma wants to do here. If he 
wants to increase money for the AIDS 
Drug Assistance Program, that is all 
well and good, but not at the expense 
of taking it away from the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I have 
to leave the floor to chair a sub-
committee hearing. I want to spend 2 
or 3 minutes. 

No. 1, the head of the CDC, Dr. 
Gerberding, I know very well as the 
former head of the President’s Com-
mission on HIV/AIDS in this country. 

No. 2, her submission to Congress for 
building funds this year was $30 mil-
lion. 

No. 3, the total budget for CDC is $4.5 
billion. We are asking that we take $60 
million in construction money and 
slow it down and save the lives of thou-
sands of people in this country by mak-
ing available drugs to them. 

We need the facilities at CDC; I am 
not debating that. This is about saving 
lives and the priorities of putting that 
money in a place where it will save 
lives. 

I yield the floor, and I thank the 
chairman and the Senator from Geor-
gia for their collegiality in working on 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment of 
my good friend from Oklahoma. He and 
I were elected to the House together 
and we fought many battles over there, 
not unlike what he has brought to the 
Senate, and I wound up voting with 
him a number of times. But in this case 
I must oppose him, mainly because I 
think he has the facts wrong. 

I want to say to the chairman and 
ranking member, since my days on the 
House side when I had to go to the 
then-chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee over there, who has juris-
diction of CDC, after I would talk with 
him I would come over here and visit 
with Senators because this has been 
such an important project that we have 
embarked on. Both Senator SPECTER 
and Senator HARKIN have been very 
supportive of the work down at CDC, 
not just the construction program, 
which I want to talk a little bit about 
but also of the ongoing work down 
there. 

Nobody, even my friend from Okla-
homa, would disagree that the work 
being done at CDC is unparalleled any-
where else in the world. Were it not for 
the great support of Senator HARKIN 
and Senator SPECTER, I am not sure we 
would be in this position today. I can 
only emphasize how important that 
work is by telling the American people, 
as we talk about this issue and talk 
about CDC, that on September 11, after 
the terrorists struck New York City, 
there were two planes that were au-
thorized to be in the air. One was Air 
Force One. The other was an airplane 
commissioned by the CDC to carry CDC 
medical workers to New York City. 
That is how important a priority it is 
in our country. That is why it is impor-
tant that we make sure the employees 
at CDC have the availability of work-
ing in first-class facilities. 

Most of the laboratory facilities at 
the Chamblee, GA location of CDC are 
in a state of extreme disrepair and re-
quire immediate repair or moderniza-
tion. Perhaps the laboratories in the 
worst condition are 60-year-old wooden 
former temporary military barracks 
from the World War II era and previous 
to that, that are on the verge of col-
lapse and could be repaired only at an 
expense greater than the value of the 
facilities. I want to show you a couple 
of examples of what it looks like at the 
CDC if we take money away from the 
CDC building program to put it to-
wards the ADAP program, as this 
amendment calls for. These are some of 
the facilities that will go lacking and 
the construction project will be de-
layed for the buildings which will 
house these facilities. 

Here is a main environmental health 
lab at Chamblee, in a World War II bar-
rack. If you will notice, there appears 
to be a shield of some sort here. This 
shows the roof above this shield that 
extends all the way up to the roof. The 
reason it is there is because there is a 
leak in the roof. When the water comes 
through, it leaks into this funnel, 
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which is this shield, and you will see a 
pipe connected to that shield and it 
takes the water to the outside. 

Here is a typical infectious disease 
lab at the Roybal Campus adjacent to 
Emory University. This shows not just 
the crowded conditions in which the 
most sophisticated scientists in the 
world operate, but it also shows you it 
is not adequate for the type of work 
that needs to be carried out to prevent 
every kind of infectious disease that 
exists in the world today. That is be-
cause the CDC is not called on by sim-
ply other States in America; it is 
called on by every country around the 
world when illness occurs. 

This is a pretty typical facility. 
These are not facilities that have been 
replaced. These are facilities that exist 
today. 

A quick personal anecdote. I will 
never forget the first time I went to 
the Chamblee campus a few years be-
fore we embarked on this building pro-
gram. I walked into what then was a 
World War II barrack. It now has been 
replaced. There was a shower curtain, 
and it wasn’t one of those $540 shower 
curtains. This had been purchased by 
the individual scientist working in 
that building. That shower curtain was 
put over a piece of equipment and it 
was about 5 feet, I guess, above the 
equipment itself. When I asked what 
that was for, they pointed to a hole in 
the roof and said, The roof leaks and 
there is nothing we can do about it. 
Here we have a piece of equipment 
worth about $1.5 million that sits right 
under there. It has to be there because 
of the design of the lab inside the 
building. That shower curtain was pur-
chased by the individual scientist to 
make sure that not only the equipment 
was not damaged but, obviously, that 
the working papers on that scientist’s 
desk were not destroyed by water com-
ing in and leaking on it. But we have 
since torn that building down and we 
have replaced it. 

Expensive and sensitive equipment 
has literally fallen through the floors 
at some of these facilities. In addition, 
most of the remainder of the CDC’s lab-
oratories are more than 40 years old 
and are incapable of handling the dan-
gerous viruses encountered over the 
last 25 years, such as Ebola virus, 
hantavirus, and Dengue fever. This 
raises concerns that these facilities 
will be severely outmatched in the fu-
ture by undiscovered biological 
threats, which we have most recently 
experienced with the threat of anthrax 
in the past years, and the disasters 
that occurred on September 11. The 
Asian bird flu or any other highly 
pathogenic avian influenza is currently 
an issue for agricultural health and 
animal disease experts, but should this 
virus mutate to allow for human-to- 
human transfer, the control and efforts 
to limit its spread will fall squarely 
under the purview of the very entity 
that this amendment would seek to 
cut, the CDC. 

The three prongs critical to man-
aging an animal-borne pandemic— 

DHS, CDC, and USDA—must all be 
equipped with the necessary resources 
to effectively address potential out-
breaks in a timely and efficient man-
ner. This amendment will jeopardize a 
critical element in this effort. 

During the 1997 Hong Kong avian flu 
outbreak, CDC was forced to create 
emergency laboratory space by dis-
placing researchers working on other 
diseases. With additional funding, CDC 
will be much better prepared to re-
spond to such emergencies as a ter-
rorist attack using smallpox virus, an-
thrax, a worldwide flu pandemic or a 
large-scale exposure to deadly toxic 
chemicals. A delayed or slow response 
from CDC may increase public panic or 
anxiety in an emergency situation and 
cost human lives. 

One of today’s most serious potential 
threats to our national security is bio-
terrorism. The CDC is an integral part 
of the homeland defense because of its 
ability to identify, classify, and rec-
ommend courses of action in dealing 
with biological and chemical threats. 
The CDC master plan will address the 
current and future needs for surge ca-
pacity for responding to large public 
health emergencies. 

In addition to working in asbestos- 
laden facilities, many highly trained 
scientists perform their research in fa-
cilities that lack safety features, such 
as sprinkler systems and adequate elec-
tric and airflow systems. The poor con-
ditions of the facilities have damaged 
the Agency’s ability to recruit and re-
tain the world-class scientists upon 
which CDC relies to serve the Amer-
ican public. 

The multiyear master plan has re-
ceived wide bipartisan support in the 
House and Senate. In the past, address-
ing these deficiencies has greatly bene-
fited all Americans by enhancing CDC’s 
ability to respond to emergencies as 
well as providing the desperately need-
ed facilities required for the day-to-day 
public health and research activities. 

The fiscal year 2006 funding will con-
tinue to substantially enhance the 
CDC’s ability to build the new infec-
tious disease laboratory, which will in-
clude greatly needed biosafety level 4 
‘‘hot lab’’ construction of a new envi-
ronmental toxicology lab and greatly 
needed security updates. 

Let me tell you about the master 
plan to which I referred a couple of 
times. 

Back in 2001, probably at about the 
time Senator SPECTER said he went to 
CDC—and I am sure Senator HARKIN 
was there about that time—they ob-
served the condition of the facilities at 
CDC, both at the Chamblee Campus, as 
well as the Roybal Campus. Those 
buildings were in total disrepair, and in 
bad need of replacement. 

Again, the examples which I alluded 
to, the personal anecdote as well as 
what I have shown in pictures, still 
exist, particularly throughout the 
Chamblee Campus. 

Under the leadership then of Dr. Jef-
frey Koplan, and subsequently under 

Dr. Gerberding, the CDC developed a 
master building plan. What they did 
was unique to any governmental agen-
cy that I have ever engaged with since 
I have been in Congress for 11 years 
now; that is, they went out and had an 
architect draw a master plan for a spe-
cific set of buildings. It involves a 
number of buildings where we are going 
to consolidate laboratories as we tear 
down these World War II barracks. 
That master plan not only had the 
buildings drawn, but they also went 
further than this and had the plans and 
specifications themselves sent out for 
bid. And they now have a contract on 
each one of these buildings. That is the 
master plan. 

Originally, we were scheduled to 
complete that $15 billion master plan 
over 10 years. 

Senator ISAKSON, who was then a 
Member of the House, and myself, 
along with our entire delegation, in a 
bipartisan fashion, came to our leader-
ship in the House and to the leadership 
in the Senate and said, rather than 
doing this over 10 years following Sep-
tember 11, we need to consolidate this 
to five years and let our scientists have 
the ability to do a better job in a first- 
class facility. 

So we decided to go with a 5-year 
plan as opposed to a 10-year plan. 

Each year, we have asked for $300 
million to try to complete that plan. 
We have been successful for a number 
of years in getting $250 million. 

I have to say that every year—the 
Senator from Oklahoma is right—the 
budget that comes over from the Presi-
dent is very low because they know we 
are going to plus-up that amount of 
money; we have done it every year be-
cause we need the facilities. Every year 
we have had $250 million, beginning 
with fiscal year 2002. In 2002, 2003, 2004, 
and 2005, we funded $250 million for 
CDC in Atlanta, to speed up this mas-
ter plan. This year, because of the 
tight budget conditions that we are in, 
Senator SPECTER and Senator HARKIN 
allocated $200 million instead of $250 
million for this master plan. 

Let me respond very quickly to this 
Japanese garden issue. I will tell you 
what the Japanese garden is. In parts 
of Georgia, if you drill a hole in the 
ground when building, you sometimes 
hit granite rock. In this case, part of 
the area on the Roybal Campus where 
we are carrying out the master plan, 
there is rock under the surface. It was 
necessary to blast that rock out. When 
they blasted the rock out, instead of 
hauling that rock off, Dr. Gerberding 
said, Let’s take that and develop an 
area for our employees to utilize dur-
ing the day, to exercise, as Senator 
HARKIN referred to, and go out and eat 
lunch. I guess what we have out there 
is a gardedn of some sort that must 
have a Japanese ‘‘tinge’’ to it, and that 
is why it is referred to as ‘‘the Japa-
nese garden.’’ It looked to me like a 
nice place where employees could go 
out in the open air and have lunch. I 
have seen them out there doing this. 
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I am going to let Senator ISAKSON ad-

dress a couple of other specific items 
that have been suggested as being 
somewhat wasteful spending. They are 
hard-working, dedicated employees. If 
we are going to continue to recruit the 
very finest that the world has to offer, 
we ought to at least be able to spend a 
little bit of money and take advantage 
of the contours of the land to give 
them a nice place to go out and sit on 
their break and at lunchtime. 

I sympathize with the Senator from 
Oklahoma when he says that we need 
to continue spending money on the 
AIDS Drug Assistance Program. We 
have responded to that in the Congress. 
We have maintained a level amount of 
spending for CDC in Atlanta, for the 
completion of our master plan over the 
last 5 years. The ADAP appropriations 
for 2001 was $589 million. In 2002, that 
rose to $639 million; then $714 million; 
then $748 million; and in the 2005 appro-
priations, it was $793 million. In 2006, 
we expect $797.5 million. 

It is not like we haven’t been increas-
ing the funding for ADAP. We have, 
and we need to continue to do so, but 
not at the expense of providing the 
most premier medical scientists and 
researchers in the world with a facility 
within which to work. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this amendment. 

Again, I say to Senator SPECTER and 
Senator HARKIN that under their lead-
ership, we do have the most premier 
medical research facility in the world 
located in Atlanta, GA, today, and we 
need to continue to provide the funding 
for this master plan, which we will now 
complete in another couple of years. 
We should be able to continue to at-
tract the very finest and best that the 
world has to offer. We also need to en-
sure that Americans are safe, when the 
avian flu presents a threat, that our 
scientists are able to respond, as they 
are doing today, and that they have the 
habitat within which to work, allowing 
them to do the very best job they can 
do to protect Americans and to protect 
the world from the health hazards that 
exist. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I asso-

ciate myself entirely with the remarks 
of my colleague, the senior Senator 
from Georgia, Mr. CHAMBLISS. 

I rise for two specific reasons. The 
first is to correct some statements that 
have been made to be factual that are 
not and, second, to take issue with the 
contention that the amendment before 
us places people before buildings. 

Before I do either, however, I want to 
pay particular praise and attention to 
Senator HARKIN and Senator SPECTER. 
My first visit ever to the Senate was as 
a Member of Congress, shortly after my 
election, when I came to the offices of 
both these Senators, accompanied by 
Bernie Marcus, Oz Nelson, and other 
executives who led a private sector 
focus on what we are discussing and de-

bating today; that is, the fact that the 
world’s premier health care and disease 
prevention facility was crumbling and 
in shambles. 

These corporate leaders came to 
these two Senators and came to us, 
along with Dr. Jeffrey Copeland, with a 
plan to remake and rebuild the CDC so 
that it could carry out the jobs of the 
21st century in health care. 

Ironically, that visit was a year and 
half before September 11, 2001. But for-
tunately, it was a year and half before 
that tragic day because all of the re-
search that was done that helped us in 
the identification of the anthrax prob-
lem that we had was done right there 
in CDC, to deal with monkeypox, to 
deal with avian flu, to deal with the 
West Nile virus—all of these diseases 
we have, in part, been able to deal 
with, with the new facilities built in 
this 5-year building program. 

I commend Senators HARKIN and 
SPECTER for their leadership and for 
their support. 

I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment based entirely on the facts which 
have been presented which are not cor-
rect. I will deal with the facts first. 

The statement has been made on this 
floor that $200 million in construction 
money is sitting idle at the CDC. There 
is $200 million for construction at CDC, 
which is absolutely essential to com-
plete Building 23 and start Building 24, 
in addition to the $171 million that is 
included in this appropriation. 

As Senator SPECTER said early on, 
contractors don’t contract until all 
compensation for construction can be 
made. We did the seed-planting money 
in the previous appropriations bills in 
this Congress. Now it is time build 
Building 23, which is the Infectious 
Disease Building. 

It is incorrect to characterize money 
that is there today as being excess 
funds. It is part of the cash flow that 
we have appropriated over a 5-year 
plan to complete this project. 

Second, and most importantly, the 
statement was made that CDC had 
spent $60 million of the money on a 
welcome center. 

I happen to know where that came 
from. That came from a newspaper ar-
ticle in the Atlanta Journal Constitu-
tion, which was, on its face, absolutely 
incorrect. The $60 million building is 
the Global Communications Center, 
which was Building 19, which was the 
first thing we completed to allow the 
United States of America and the CDC 
to be able to meet a pandemic, a ter-
rorist attack, and communicate simul-
taneously and seamlessly throughout 
the world to stop the death and de-
struction of Americans, as well the 
lives of human beings throughout the 
world. It was an absolutely incorrect 
statement made in the media. There is 
no welcome center, but there is a state- 
of-the-art communications center that 
allows us to instantly respond to the 
threats we know only too well—wheth-
er it be threats of human beings like 
those on September 11 who attacked 

us, or threats that lie await in poultry 
and birds in Asia that may materialize 
into an avian flu human-to-human 
transfer. 

Both the statements of $200 million 
being on deposit or $60 million being 
spent on a welcome center are incor-
rect in the way they were presented. 
The money in this bill of $200 million 
for this 2006 budget is to provide $171 
million to complete Building 23, which 
is the infectious disease laboratory, an-
other $21 million for Building No. 24, 
which will be one of the last buildings 
to go into place—this is the planning 
and design money—and $7.5 million for 
maintenance of these facilities. 

Last, the characterization that this 
amendment is about putting buildings 
before people’s lives, with all due re-
spect, there is a fact that should be 
shared today. All decry AIDS, and I 
commend the Senator from Oklahoma 
for wanting to put $60 million in AIDS 
drugs for those who cannot afford 
them, but to do so and claim that CDC 
spend this on a building when they 
could be spending it on AIDS patients 
is a travesty. 

This year, the CDC, on its own, will 
deploy, of its money and that of other 
governments and other resources 
around the world, over $1 billion in its 
prevention efforts for acquired im-
munodeficiency syndrome, or AIDS. 
There is no organization in the world 
that is more on the leading edge of the 
prevention of AIDS and its treatment 
than the Centers for Disease Control. 
In fact, to take this $60 million away 
from the building laboratory that is de-
signed for infectious disease study 
would do more harm to patients with 
AIDS than would help to move it to 
drug programs for patients with AIDS. 
It is an improper characterization and 
it is an improper prioritization of 
money that is appropriated. 

As the Senator said in the beginning 
presentation of his amendment, this 
does not save a dime of expenditure. It 
just moves some money around. There 
are some places we ought to do it. The 
distinguished Senator from Oklahoma 
is right many times in his criticism 
and the characterizations he presents, 
but he is 100 percent dead wrong in 
terms of this amendment. 

I respectfully submit the facts to the 
Senate, and I ask my colleagues to re-
ject the Coburn amendment on the 
CDC and continue our commitment to 
the health care of the people around 
the world and the safety and security 
of American citizens by continuing to 
fund the world’s premier health care, 
health prevention, and health resource 
facility, the Centers for Disease Con-
trol in Atlanta, GA. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the pending Coburn 
amendment be set aside and we proceed 
with another amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The pending amendment is set aside. 
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The Senator from Minnesota. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2244 
Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I thank 

the distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee and the distinguished ranking 
member for ceding me this time. I call 
up amendment No. 2244. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. DAYTON] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2244. 

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide for the production and 

mailing of a corrected Medicare and You 
handbook) 
On page 156, line 2, strike ‘‘Funds.’’ and in-

sert ‘‘Funds: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary, by not later than January 1, 2006, 
shall produce and mail a corrected version of 
the annual notice required under section 
1804(a) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395b–2(a)) to each beneficiary described in 
the second sentence of such section, together 
with an explanation of the error in the pre-
vious annual notice that was mailed to such 
beneficiaries.’’. 

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, re-
cently the Centers for Medicare and 
Medicaid Services sent to 42 million 
Medicare beneficiaries this handbook, 
‘‘Medicare & You,’’ to describe a myr-
iad of plans providing prescription drug 
coverage. There are an enormous num-
ber of plans in Minnesota—over 40 
plans. I have tried to go through the 
book myself. I have had my staff try to 
explain it to me. I think I am a reason-
ably intelligent American, but this is 
extremely complicated and it will be 
very challenging to many Medicare 
beneficiaries. That is going to be com-
pounded by the fact that there is a 
very serious error in the tables that 
will apply to 17 million Americans 
whose incomes are low enough that 
they qualify for partial subsidy for 
their premiums. 

The question in the column heading 
is ‘‘If I qualify for extra help, will my 
full premium be covered?’’ 

Under every single plan, the answer 
is listed as ‘‘yes.’’ That is incorrect. 
Only about 40 percent of the plan offer-
ings—those with premiums below the 
regional average—will be covered. The 
other 60 percent will be only covered up 
to that amount, and anything above 
that the beneficiary has to pay, but 
that is incorrectly described here. Yet 
CMS refuses to correct the error by a 
subsequent mailing. 

My amendment requires them to do 
so and would transfer such funds as 
necessary from their administrative 
accounts so it is offset. It is essential 
to all beneficiaries and the integrity of 
the plan. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2245 
I ask that amendment be set aside, 

and I call up amendment No. 2245. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. DAYTON] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2245. 

Mr. DAYTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To fully fund the Federal Govern-

ment’s share of the costs under part B of 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act) 

At the end of title III (before the short 
title), insert the following: 

SEC. ll. In addition to amounts otherwise 
appropriated under this Act, there is appro-
priated, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, an additional 
$12,375,000,000 for carrying out part B of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(20 U.S.C. 1411 et seq.), in order to fully fund 
the Federal Government’s share of the costs 
under such part. 

Mr. DAYTON. This amendment in-
creases the Federal funding for IDEA, 
special education, to what was prom-
ised 28 years ago, 40 percent of the cost 
of State and local governments. 

I can only speak for my State, but 
that money would be desperately need-
ed and very well used. It would amount 
to about $250 million in additional Fed-
eral funding for K–12 education for my 
State to keep the promise that has 
been broken. It has cost about $12 bil-
lion above what has been committed so 
far. 

I recognize the distinguished chair-
man and ranking member have made 
this a priority and have increased fund-
ing, and we have made some progress 
in the last few years. But we are still 
less than 20 percent—less than half—of 
the commitment for special education 
made almost three decades ago. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2289 

Finally, I ask that amendment be set 
aside, and I call up amendment No. 
2289. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. DAY-

TON] proposes an amendment numbered 2289. 

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the reading be dis-
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To increase funding for disabled 

voter access services under the Help Amer-
ica Vote Act of 2002) 

On page 178, after line 25, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. lll. (a) In addition to amounts oth-
erwise appropriated under this Act, there are 
appropriated, out of any money in the Treas-
ury not otherwise appropriated, $15,121,000 
for activities authorized by the Help Amer-
ica Vote Act of 2002, of which $10,000,000 shall 
be for payments to States to promote access 
for voters with disabilities, and of which 
$5,121,000 shall be for payments to States for 

protection and advocacy systems for voters 
with disabilities. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, amounts made available under this 
title for the administration and related ex-
penses shall be reduced by $15,121,000 from 
other services. 

Mr. DAYTON. This amendment pro-
vides additional funding to State gov-
ernments and agencies involved with 
Americans with disabilities to allow 
them access to vote. The Help America 
Vote Act of 2003—landmark legislation, 
bipartisan legislation—unfortunately, 
has not been funded to the level nec-
essary to help States and local govern-
ments comply with this requirement. 
This is a modest amount, $15 million, 
offset by the increase in the adminis-
trative costs, so it would result in a re-
duction for administration but would 
be money we committed that has not 
been forthcoming. 

I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2239 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
call up amendment No. 2239. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment is 
set aside. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 

SANTORUM] proposes an amendment num-
bered 2239. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I ask unanimous 
consent the reading of the amendment 
be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide funding for the 

purchase of rapid oral HIV tests) 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. ll. The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall use amounts appro-
priated under title II for the purchase of not 
less than 1,000,000 rapid oral HIV tests. 

Mr. SANTORUM. This is an amend-
ment that is to instruct the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services to 
purchase of no less than 1 million rapid 
oral HIV tests. 

As we all know, the problem of HIV 
and the spread of HIV continues to be 
a problem. Experts tell us that over 
half of all new HIV cases are as a result 
of someone who was unaware of their 
HIV status. The idea is having better 
testing out there, along with oral test-
ing where it does not require any draw-
ing of blood or needles—obviously, for 
a lot of folks that is a concern. This 
provides a safe effective way to be able 
to get these results in a timely fashion 
to give people the notice they need be-
fore they engage in an activity that 
might cause the further spread of the 
HIV virus. 

I understand from my colleague from 
Pennsylvania, this is an amendment he 
is willing to accept. If there is no dis-
cussion, I urge agreement of the 
amendment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 

amendment as outlined by my col-
league from Pennsylvania provides for 
1 million HIV oral rapid tests. The 
funds are provided for within the 
amounts already in the bill. These 
tests are essential. He correctly states 
my agreement and acquiescence. I join 
my colleague in urging agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2239) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2241 
Ms. CANTWELL. I call up amend-

ment No. 2241 and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment is 
set aside. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 

SANTORUM] proposes an amendment num-
bered 2241. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish a Congressional Com-

mission on Expanding Social Service De-
livery Options) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. lll.(a) There is established a Con-

gressional Commission on Expanding Social 
Service Delivery Options (referred to in this 
section as the ‘‘Commission’’). 

(b)(1) The Commission shall be composed of 
10 members, of whom— 

(A) 3 shall be appointed by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives; 

(B) 3 shall be appointed by the majority 
leader of the Senate; 

(C) 2 shall be appointed by the minority 
leader of the House of Representatives; and 

(D) 2 shall be appointed by the minority 
leader of the Senate. 

(2) Members of the Commission shall be ap-
pointed from among individuals with dem-
onstrated expertise and experience in social 
service delivery, including, to the extent 
practicable, in the area of reform of such de-
livery. 

(3) The appointments of the members of 
the Commission shall be made not later than 
30 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

(4) Members shall be appointed for the life 
of the Commission. Any vacancy in the Com-
mission shall not affect its powers, but shall 
be filled in the same manner as the original 
appointment. 

(c) The Speaker of the House of Represent-
atives shall designate 1 of the members ap-
pointed under subsection (b)(1)(A) as a co- 
Chairperson of the Commission. The major-
ity leader of the Senate shall designate 1 of 
the members appointed under subsection 
(b)(1)(B) as a co-Chairperson of the Commis-
sion. 

(d)(1) Not later than 60 days after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the Commission 
shall hold its first meeting. 

(2) The Commission shall meet at the call 
of either co-Chairperson. 

(3) A majority of the members of the Com-
mission shall constitute a quorum, but a 
lesser number of members may hold hear-
ings. 

(e)(1)(A) The Commission shall conduct a 
thorough and thoughtful study of all matters 
relating to increasing beneficiary-selected or 
beneficiary-directed options for social serv-
ice delivery in Federal social service pro-
grams, including certificate, scholarship, 
voucher, or other forms of indirect delivery. 
The Commission shall review all relevant 
Federal social service programs in existence 
on the date of the beginning of the study, in-
cluding the initiatives of the Corporation for 
National and Community Service. The Com-
mission shall determine program areas, 
among the Federal programs, for which it is 
appropriate and feasible to implement full or 
partial beneficiary-selected or beneficiary- 
directed options for the delivery of the social 
services. 

(B) In making determinations under sub-
paragraph (A), the Commission shall seek to 
promote goals of— 

(i) expanding consumer and beneficiary 
choice in Federal social service programs; 

(ii) maximizing the use of governmental 
resources in the Federal programs; and 

(iii) minimizing concerns relating to any 
precedent under the Constitution regarding 
the participation of faith-based providers in 
the Federal programs. 

(2) The Commission shall develop rec-
ommendations on program areas, among the 
Federal social service programs, for which it 
is appropriate and feasible to implement full 
or partial beneficiary-selected or bene-
ficiary-directed options for the delivery of 
the social services. 

(3) Not later than 11 months after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the Commission 
shall submit a report to the Speaker and mi-
nority leader of the House of Representatives 
and the majority leader and minority leader 
of the Senate, which shall contain a detailed 
statement of the findings and conclusions of 
the Commission, together with its rec-
ommendations for such legislation and ad-
ministrative actions as it considers appro-
priate. 

(f)(1) The Commission may hold such hear-
ings, sit and act at such times and places, 
take such testimony, and receive such evi-
dence as the Commission considers necessary 
to carry out this section. 

(2) The Commission may secure directly 
from any Federal department or agency such 
information as the Commission considers 
necessary to carry out this section. Upon re-
quest of either co-Chairperson of the Com-
mission, the head of such department or 
agency shall furnish such information to the 
Commission. 

(3) The Commission may use the United 
States mails in the same manner and under 
the same conditions as other departments 
and agencies of the Federal Government. 

(g)(1) Each member of the Commission who 
is not an officer or employee of the Federal 
Government shall be compensated at a rate 
equal to the daily equivalent of the annual 
rate of basic pay prescribed for level IV of 
the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of 
title 5, United States Code, for each day (in-
cluding travel time) during which such mem-
ber is engaged in the performance of the du-
ties of the Commission. All members of the 
Commission who are officers or employees of 
the United States shall serve without com-
pensation in addition to that received for 
their services as officers or employees of the 
United States. 

(2) The members of the Commission shall 
be allowed travel expenses, including per 
diem in lieu of subsistence, at rates author-

ized for employees of agencies under sub-
chapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, United 
States Code, while away from their homes or 
regular places of business in the performance 
of services for the Commission. 

(3)(A) The co-Chairpersons of the Commis-
sion, acting jointly, may, without regard to 
the civil service laws and regulations, ap-
point and terminate an executive director 
and such other additional personnel as may 
be necessary to enable the Commission to 
perform its duties. The employment of an ex-
ecutive director shall be subject to confirma-
tion by the Commission. 

(B) The co-Chairpersons of the Commis-
sion, acting jointly, may fix the compensa-
tion of the executive director and other per-
sonnel without regard to chapter 51 and sub-
chapter III of chapter 53 of title 5, United 
States Code, relating to classification of po-
sitions and General Schedule pay rates, ex-
cept that the rate of pay for the executive di-
rector and other personnel may not exceed 
the rate payable for level V of the Executive 
Schedule under section 5316 of such title. 

(4) Any Federal Government employee may 
be detailed to the Commission without reim-
bursement, and such detail shall be without 
interruption or loss of civil service status or 
privilege. 

(5) The co-Chairpersons of the Commission, 
acting jointly, may procure temporary and 
intermittent services under section 3109(b) of 
title 5, United States Code, at rates for indi-
viduals which do not exceed the daily equiva-
lent of the annual rate of basic pay pre-
scribed for level V of the Executive Schedule 
under section 5316 of such title. 

(h) The Commission shall terminate 90 
days after the date on which the Commission 
submits its report under subsection (e). 

(i)(1) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the Commission for fiscal year 
2006 such sums as may be necessary to carry 
out this section. 

(2) Any sums appropriated under the au-
thorization contained in this subsection 
shall remain available, without fiscal year 
limitation, until expended. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, this 
is a commission, a bipartisan bi-
cameral commission, that will be set 
up as a result of this amendment that 
would undertake a comprehensive and 
thoughtful review of Federal social 
service programs and make rec-
ommendations that would be appro-
priate to provide beneficiaries more 
choice in how they receive their social 
services that are paid for from the Fed-
eral Government. 

One of the things I hear as I work in 
communities that heavily rely on so-
cial services, a lot of places where they 
would like to get social services—com-
munity-based organizations, in some 
cases faith-based organizations—are 
not able. They either do not qualify for 
Federal funds or do not have the tech-
nical expertise to get Federal funds. 
The President has put forward a faith- 
based initiative. The Congress has 
passed charitable choice legislation. 
We have done a lot to try to get more 
providers in social services involved, 
and even in some areas provide more 
flexibility—such as vouchers for cer-
tain services that are out there so peo-
ple can take that voucher and get the 
services from qualified places. 

There is still a level of frustration 
out in the community. I think we need 
to do a more comprehensive job in 
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looking at how we address the issue of 
giving people choices as to how they 
get their social services. I think this is 
a way to bring some of the best minds 
that we have into the social service de-
livery area, folks from both the House 
and the Senate and the White House, 
appointees, to sit down and look to see, 
is there a better mousetrap than the 
current system of social service deliv-
ery? Is there a better way for us to re-
structure some of these programs to 
give more efficient and effective serv-
ices at less cost and with more con-
sumer buy-in and choice? 

One of the reasons some of our social 
services plans do not work very well is 
people do not interface well with the 
delivery systems in place right now. 
This commission would be tasked to 
determine how we can, in fact, remove 
some of these barriers to folks who do 
not access the social services systems. 

One of the big problems we have con-
tinually with a lot of our programs— 
whether it is health programs, housing 
programs, rehabilitation programs, or 
other programs—is we have large seg-
ments of the community that simply 
do not participate. They may be eligi-
ble for services, but they do not par-
ticipate in the services. So we have to 
figure out: How do we better reach 
these people? How do we better make 
these services available in such a way 
that we can actually start reaching 
people in how they live their lives and 
in a way that meets their needs? 

As far as the money for this commis-
sion, I have asked that it be such sums 
as may be determined by the com-
mittee. Hopefully, they will allocate 
such resources they have available to 
stand up this commission. But, to me, 
it is important we get better utiliza-
tion. For my mind, just giving more 
money to the different Departments to 
figure out ways to advertise or to do 
things to bump up their enrollment in 
some of these programs has been tried 
in the past, and it basically does not 
work very well. I think we need to at 
least have some of our best minds look 
at this together, as to how we could re-
design this system and get rec-
ommendations given to the Congress as 
to how we can do a better job providing 
services. 

With that, Mr. President, I urge the 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, my 

colleague and I were just discussing the 
amendment. I believe it is acceptable. 

I yield to my colleague. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, this is 

the first time I have seen this amend-
ment. This is setting up a congres-
sional commission on expanding social 
service delivery options. I have no 
problem with that. 

But the way it is spelled out and ev-
erything, I would ask the Senator from 
Pennsylvania, the author of the 

amendment, has this been brought up 
before the authorizing committee? Has 
there been any hearing on this? Has 
there ever been a hearing on this, or 
has the authorizing committee acted 
on this at all? This is authorization on 
an appropriations bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania is recognized. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. President, we have discussed it 
with the members of the Finance Com-
mittee which, as you know, I am a 
member of. To my knowledge, I am not 
aware of any objection on the part of 
the Finance Committee as to this par-
ticular provision. I will be offering a 
couple other amendments promptly 
which are under the jurisdiction of the 
Finance Committee which they do ob-
ject to, which I will just offer and with-
draw. But to my knowledge, they have 
not objected to this particular amend-
ment. 

Mr. HARKIN. Again, I thank the Sen-
ator. I personally do not have any 
problem with it, but this is something 
I think—I always have a little question 
when any Senator, on this side of the 
aisle or that side, anywhere, has a pret-
ty thick amendment that involves 
commissions and how you select com-
missions and what they do. 

I have not even had a chance to read 
this amendment. I don’t even know 
what is in it. 

Again, I ask my friend from Pennsyl-
vania, has this amendment, in its 
present form, been submitted to either 
the Finance Committee or the HELP 
Committee? They probably share juris-
diction there. Have they looked at it to 
see if there are any objections to this? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, to 
my knowledge, we filed the amend-
ment. My staff has discussed it, I 
know, with the Finance Committee. I 
do not know about any other commit-
tees. This is not a bill I introduced and 
has gone to committee. This is some-
thing I have brought up on this bill. 

So to answer your question, I think, 
as directly as I can, no, we have not 
filed this with the Finance Committee 
as a bill to have them review it as a 
bill in committee, if that is your ques-
tion. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I wonder 
if the Senator from Pennsylvania— 
well, you have offered the amendment. 
That is fine. The amendment is at the 
desk. I wonder if we might put off vot-
ing on this amendment. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I would be happy 
to. 

Mr. HARKIN. I would like to have 
the chairman and ranking member of 
the Finance Committee, and perhaps 
the HELP Committee because it per-
haps crosses both—to have them at 
least take a look at it. If it is fine, then 
I do not care. 

Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa has the floor. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, am I 
correct, has the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania laid down the amendment? Is the 
amendment at the desk? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is pending. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be temporarily laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I say to 

my friend from Pennsylvania, if this 
can be given to the chairs and ranking 
members of those committees, to have 
them look at it, and if it is fine, then 
I have no objection. As I said, I have 
not had a chance to look at it, and it is 
not in my jurisdiction at all. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
perfectly understand what the concerns 
are of the Senator from Iowa and would 
be happy to work with him over the 
next several hours to get that amend-
ment cleared. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2237 
Mr. President, I ask that amendment 

No. 2237 be called up and ask for its im-
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending amendments have been set 
aside. The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SANTORUM] proposes an amendment num-
bered 2237. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The amendment is printed in the 
RECORD of Tuesday, October 25, 2005, 
under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’) 

Mr. SANTORUM. Thank you, Mr. 
President. The next two amendments I 
am going to be talking about are 
amendments that I have offered and on 
which I want to have a discussion. 
They are in the subject area of this ap-
propriations bill, but they are provi-
sions that, as my colleague from Penn-
sylvania advised me, rightfully belong 
as amendments to a welfare bill. 

But as Members of this Chamber 
know, we have not had the privilege in 
the Senate of having a welfare bill 
come across this floor, even though the 
welfare bill of 1996 expired a couple of 
years ago. We have passed extension 
after extension. As a result of that, the 
work requirements in the welfare re-
form bill of 1996—which have been so 
effective in transforming the lives of 
millions of Americans who were 
trapped in the welfare system—those 
work requirements in most States have 
gone away because the requirements 
only required that 50 percent of the 
caseload, at the time of the passage of 
the bill, had to be working. 

Well, we reduced the caseload more 
than 50 percent, therefore the work re-
quirements went away for the caseload 
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that is remaining. So many States 
have begun to sort of go back to the 
pre-1996 provision of welfare. It is easi-
er for States to do that. Work pro-
grams cost money to the States. Other 
initiatives to try to help people get out 
of poverty, they cost money. So if you 
do not have to spend that money as a 
State, if you can just simply continue 
to pay out the money and not have to 
provide all these other services, it is a 
lot cheaper for States to do. In fact, 
that is what States did for years upon 
years upon years, as the welfare rolls 
grew. 

There is still a time limit, so that is 
a good thing. That causes a lot of peo-
ple, in spite of the lack of effort in 
many cases by States, to move them-
selves off of welfare because of the lim-
its on the ability to get relief. But I be-
lieve we can do better. So I have many 
times come to the floor of the Senate 
and asked for consideration of the bill, 
asked for a specific number of amend-
ments, and, candidly, we have had ob-
jections from both sides of the aisle. I 
think that is unfortunate. 

So as a result, I have brought forward 
amendments to this bill on two pro-
grams that I think are vitally impor-
tant in the next step on welfare. We did 
a great job in the welfare reform bill of 
1996 in providing an economic path to 
recovery for millions of Americans, in 
providing incentives to work. We made 
work pay more than staying on wel-
fare. In many cases prior to that, that 
was not the case. 

We also did a lot in providing strict 
time limits and giving States very 
tough provisions to require work as a 
way of getting people out of poverty, 
instead of simply just allowing them to 
be maintained in poverty. It gave them 
a requirement that a certain percent-
age of the caseload had to be at work. 
That is all for the good. We saw the 
rate of poverty from 1996 to the year 
2001—until we had, unfortunately, a re-
cession in this country—we saw the 
rate of poverty go down, and go down 
dramatically. 

One of the greatest indicators is pov-
erty among African-American children. 
Poverty among African-American chil-
dren, in the year 2001, was the lowest 
ever recorded—lowest ever recorded— 
and was a dramatic decline from one of 
the highest rates ever recorded, which 
was in the mid-1990s. So you can point 
directly to this act as a way of helping 
to alleviate poverty. 

But I think what we have found since 
1996, yes, we have had economic suc-
cesses, but still there are people strug-
gling at the margins of society. One of 
the reasons that is the case is, even 
though we now have moms who have 
gotten jobs—and it was predominantly 
moms who were on welfare—what they 
have not gotten is families brought 
back together. What we have not seen 
is an increase in the amount of family 
unification, moms and dads coming to-
gether and marrying and raising chil-
dren in poor communities. 

In fact, the rate of out-of-wedlock 
births has not changed substantially at 

all in most of these communities. The 
amount of fatherlessness in these com-
munities continues to be of epidemic 
proportions. And we now have folks on 
the left and the right writing about 
this. This is no longer just a conserv-
ative cabal when we talk about family 
unification; families, mothers and fa-
thers raising children. Now even those 
on the left have said there is no longer 
an argument. Children raised in 
healthy, stable, two-parent married 
families do better. 

It should be a social policy to encour-
age those kinds of relationships for the 
benefit of children, for the benefit of 
mothers, for the benefit of fathers, for 
the benefit of neighborhoods, for the 
benefit of the country. Yet when it 
comes to that here in Washington, DC, 
when it comes to public policy that 
helps build those strong relationships, 
that helps nurture and foster those re-
lationships of marriage and fathers 
taking responsibility for their children, 
the Government stands in absolute 
neutrality. 

We do nothing to promote stable 
marriages. We do nothing, other than 
attach fathers’ wages and get child 
support and establish paternity. We do 
nothing to help nurture and bring fa-
thers back into the lives of their chil-
dren and into productive and healthy 
relationships with the mother of their 
children. 

What I have suggested, in both 
amendment No. 2237 and No. 2238, are 
two initiatives that are better placed 
and will be placed and will be debated 
in full on the welfare bill. One is a 
healthy marriage initiative. The sec-
ond is a fatherhood initiative. Both 
would provide funding. 

Let’s review some of the statistics of 
the impact of marriage. This was done 
by the Brookings Institution. Those on 
the other side of the aisle will know 
that the Brookings Institution is not 
often cited on the Republican side of 
the aisle. It shows you that the debate 
is over. There is no debate anymore 
about the impact of marriage and the 
impact of having fathers involved in 
their children’s lives. I talked about 
the effectiveness of five factors in re-
ducing poverty rates. We hear a lot of 
talk on both sides of the aisle—unfor-
tunately, more on the other side of the 
aisle—about reducing poverty. Hope-
fully, that will change soon. 

In 1992, we did what was, in fact, the 
most effective thing in reducing pov-
erty, this study found. The most effec-
tive thing was not to double cash wel-
fare payments. Some on the other side 
of the aisle have suggested that all we 
need to do is pay people more from the 
Government. If we give them more, 
they will get out of poverty. Wrong. 
That doesn’t work. In fact, the percent-
age reduction in poverty rates, if we 
doubled cash welfare, would only de-
crease the poverty rate by 8 percent. 

What did work? Full-time work. Full- 
time work decreases the poverty rate 
by 42 percent. We have done that. We 
have required work, not full-time 

work, but we require 20 hours. The bill 
that is being proposed, that we have 
yet to bring to the floor, requires 24 
hours. But we have required work, and 
it is working to take people out of pov-
erty. 

What is the next biggest factor in re-
ducing poverty? Again, according to 
the Brookings Institution report, an 
increase in marriage. We did something 
to require work. Many States have 
more generous welfare benefits than 
what is prescribed by the Federal Gov-
ernment. In fact, I know there is some 
money out there for healthy marriages, 
but very few States and very little Fed-
eral money goes to do anything about 
helping to improve the health of mar-
riage among the poor. It is vitally im-
portant that we recognize that there is 
a direct social-policy, social-service- 
community, child-mother-father ben-
efit for encouraging healthy marriages. 
The Federal Government doesn’t spend 
a penny. This Congress has not spent a 
penny on something we know could re-
duce poverty by 27 percent and, more 
importantly, provide more stability in 
the lives of children, reduce domestic 
violence, and improve the lives of mil-
lions in communities across America. 
We will not spend a penny this year. 
That is why I offered the amendment, 
because I want to spend more than a 
few pennies, because we know it has an 
impact. 

What impact does it have? Let’s look 
at the benefits of marriage for chil-
dren: better school performance and 
less dropouts; fewer emotional and be-
havioral problems; less substance 
abuse; less abuse or neglect; less crimi-
nal activity; less early sexual activity 
and fewer out-of-wedlock births. I am 
not too sure I know anybody who 
doesn’t think all of those things are 
good. The Federal Government doesn’t 
spend a penny. 

Think of all the things we spend 
money on in Washington. One of the 
things you hear most when you go back 
home is all the waste, fraud, all the 
money we throw at projects for which 
people have no rhyme or reason as to 
why we spend the money. Yet here is 
something that we know will help chil-
dren, mothers, fathers, neighborhoods, 
will build on a stronger America, and 
we don’t spend one red cent. 

You might ask the question: Why is 
that, Senator? Why don’t we spend any 
money on this? Let me tell you what 
some of my colleagues on the Finance 
Committee have said. The response 
was: Well, who are we to impose our 
values on other folks; who are we to 
suggest that marriage is something the 
Federal Government should be con-
cerned with; that is a private matter. 

Is this a private matter? Is less sub-
stance abuse a private matter? Is less 
abuse and neglect a private matter? Is 
less criminal activity a private mat-
ter? This isn’t a private matter. We are 
talking about policies that have a di-
rect impact on the health and safety of 
children. It is not a private matter. 
Supporting healthy marriages is a pub-
lic good. If you think about all the 
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other things we spend money on, I 
can’t imagine anything that would be a 
more valuable expenditure than to pro-
vide more stable families for children 
growing up in poor neighborhoods. 

The second amendment is an offshoot 
of the first. That is to try to bring fa-
thers who have children out of wedlock 
back and get them involved in their 
children’s lives—not necessarily to 
marry, but to have them involved. I 
was at a conference within the last 
year where Jason DeParle, a writer 
from the New York Times, was giving a 
talk. He was talking about a book he 
had written, following three women in 
Milwaukee, WI, post welfare reform of 
1996. He wrote about many things, 
about how welfare reform is working in 
some ways and not in others. One way 
he talked about where it wasn’t work-
ing was with regard to fathers. There 
was a question from the crowd about 
who these dads are. We are not talking 
about the best neighborhoods in Amer-
ica when it comes to crime, wealth. We 
are talking about a lot of dads who, 
yes, were or even are incarcerated, 
were or still are dealing with addiction, 
dealing with unemployment, dealing 
with a whole host of other maladies 
that affect large segments of our popu-
lation. 

The question was: Do we want these 
dads involved in the lives of these chil-
dren? I thought that was a bold ques-
tion. Jason’s answer was, in a word—I 
won’t quote him, because I didn’t write 
it down—well, they may not be the 
best role models of dads, but they are 
still their dads. These children, like all 
of us children, want to be loved by 
their dads. They need that love, as im-
perfect as it is. As a dad, I know how 
imperfect it can be. We all do. But it is 
still your dad. 

These programs are not perfect. We 
are not bringing ‘‘Father Knows Best’’ 
Robert Young dads back into the home. 
We understand that. But these children 
still long for their dad. Do we have a 
Federal program that helps bring dads 
back into the home? Do we spend any 
Federal dollars to help reunite fathers 
with their children, in spite of all the 
benefits that we know about two par-
ents? No, we don’t. We will spend more 
money on daycare, billions more on 
daycare. We will spend more money on 
afterschool programs, Head Start Pro-
grams, early programs, late programs, 
noon programs. We will spend all sorts 
of money on Government programs. 
But will we spend a penny to help re-
unite a father with his children? No. 
Who are we to impose our values, is the 
line I hear. 

Did anyone ever ask a kid whether he 
wants his dad back? What kind of value 
is that? We need to start thinking 
about how important it is for young 
children growing up in a hostile world 
in poor neighborhoods in America to 
have a shot to be with their dad and to 
start funding those groups who are out 
there—and there are hundreds across 
America who are working hard every 
day on a shoestring—to help dads be a 
dad. 

I can’t offer this amendment because 
it is authorizing on an appropriations 
bill. We aren’t going to get a welfare 
bill, so kids across America are going 
to have to wait a little longer while 
Congress decides whether we want to 
take the time to help find their dad. 
Hopefully we can find the time some-
time soon. The kids are waiting. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2291 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I call 
up amendment No. 2291 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment is 
set aside. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC-

TER] proposes an amendment numbered 2291. 

Mr. SPECTER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To restrict the use of funds to im-

plement or enforce the interim final rule 
with respect to power mobility devices) 
On page 178, after line 25, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll.(a) Notwithstanding any other 

provision of law, none of the funds made 
available under this Act may be used to im-
plement or enforce the interim final rule 
published in the Federal Register by the Cen-
ters for Medicare & Medicaid Services on Au-
gust 26, 2005 (70 Fed. Reg. 50940) or any cor-
responding similar regulation or ruling— 

(1) prior to April 1, 2006; and 
(2) on or after April 1, 2006, unless the Sec-

retary of Health and Human Services pub-
lishes— 

(A) by not later than January 1, 2006, a pro-
posed rule with respect to motorized or pow-
ered wheelchairs, followed by a 45-day period 
to comment on the proposed rule; and 

(B) by not later than February 14, 2006, a 
final rule with respect to motorized or pow-
ered wheelchairs, followed by a 45-day transi-
tion period for implementation of the final 
rule. 

(b)(1) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, with respect to a covered item con-
sisting of a motorized or power wheelchair 
furnished during 2006, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall reduce the 
payment amount otherwise applicable under 
section 1834 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395m) for such item by 1.5 percent. 

(2) The payment reduction provided under 
paragraph (1) for 2006— 

(A) shall not apply to a covered item con-
sisting of a motorized or power wheelchair 
that is furnished after 2006; and 

(B) shall not be taken into account in cal-
culating the payment amounts applicable for 
such a covered item furnished after 2006. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, this is 
an amendment which would delay the 
implementation of the Medicare reim-
bursement for all power mobility vehi-
cles for a period of 6 months. It has 
been cleared by Senator HARKIN. I ask 
for its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to 
amendment No. 2291. 

The amendment (No. 2291) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2260 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I call 

up amendment No. 2260. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the pending amendment is 
set aside. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC-

TER] for Mr. CHAMBLISS, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2260. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To permit an alien to remain eligi-

ble for a diversity visa beyond the fiscal 
year in which the alien applied for the 
visa, and for other purposes) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll.(a) This section may be cited as 

the ‘‘Diversity Visa Fairness Act of 2005’’. 
(b)(1) Section 204(a)(1)(I)(ii) of the Immi-

gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1154(a)(1)(I)(ii)) is amended by striking sub-
clause (II) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(II) An alien who qualifies, through ran-
dom selection, for a visa under section 203(c) 
or adjustment of status under section 245(a) 
shall remain eligible to receive such visa or 
adjustment of status beyond the end of the 
specific fiscal year for which the alien was 
selected if the alien— 

‘‘(aa) properly applied for such visa or ad-
justment of status during the fiscal year for 
which the alien was selected; and 

‘‘(bb) was notified by the Secretary of 
State, through the publication of the Visa 
Bulletin, that the application was author-
ized.’’. 

(2)(A) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, a visa shall be available for an alien 
under section 203(c) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1153(c)) if— 

(i) such alien was eligible for and properly 
applied for an adjustment of status under 
section 245 of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1255) during 
any of the fiscal years 1998 through 2005; 

(ii) the application submitted by such alien 
was denied because personnel of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security or the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service failed to ad-
judicate such application during the fiscal 
year in which such application was filed; 

(iii) such alien moves to reopen such ad-
justment of status applications pursuant to 
procedures or instructions provided by the 
Secretary of Homeland Security or the Sec-
retary of State; and 

(iv) such alien has continuously resided in 
the United States since the date of submit-
ting such application. 

(B) A visa made available under subpara-
graph (A) may not be counted toward the nu-
merical maximum for the worldwide level of 
set out in section 201(e) of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1151(e)). 

(3) The amendment made by paragraph (1) 
shall take effect on October 1, 2005. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, this 
has been cleared with Senator HARKIN. 
It relates to the Diversity Visa Fair-
ness Act and strikes the language that 
allows aliens to only be eligible for im-
migrant visas during the fiscal year in 
which they apply and makes the appli-
cants eligible for immigrant visas de-
spite the end of the fiscal year. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate on the amendment? 
The Senator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, re-

serving the right to object, this deals 
with immigration. On that immigra-
tion committee, I am sure others have 
had an opportunity to see it. I wonder 
if the Senator could just let me have a 
few minutes to look at it prior to mak-
ing that request. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
been advised by staff that this has been 
signed off by the Senator from Massa-
chusetts as well as others. But of 
course, if he would like a chance to re-
view it— 

Mr. KENNEDY. I am sure I will not 
object, but just the way it was de-
scribed, I didn’t understand it the way 
it had been explained to me. If the 
chairman would extend that oppor-
tunity, I would appreciate it. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2268 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I now 

call up amendment 2268. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the pending amendments are 
set aside. The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC-

TER], for Mr. LEVIN, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2268. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To amend section 316 of the Immi-

gration and Nationality Act, to reduce the 
residency requirement and limit the adju-
dication period for the naturalization of 
aliens with extraordinary ability so that 
such aliens may represent the United 
States at international events) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll.(a) Section 316 of the Immigra-

tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1427), is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(g)(1) The continuous residency require-
ment under subsection (a) may be reduced to 
3 years for an applicant for naturalization 
if— 

‘‘(A) the applicant is the beneficiary of an 
approved petition for classification under 
section 204(a)(1)(E); 

‘‘(B) the applicant has been approved for 
adjustment of status under section 245(a); 
and 

‘‘(C) such reduction is necessary for the ap-
plicant to represent the United States at an 
international event. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary of Homeland Security 
shall adjudicate an application for natu-
ralization under this section not later than 
30 days after the submission of such applica-
tion if the applicant— 

‘‘(A) requests such expedited adjudication 
in order to represent the United States at an 
international event; and 

‘‘(B) demonstrates that such expedited ad-
judication is related to such representation. 

‘‘(3) An applicant is ineligible for expedited 
adjudication under paragraph (2) if the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security determines 
that such expedited adjudication poses a risk 
to national security. Such a determination 
by the Secretary shall not be subject to re-
view. 

‘‘(4)(A) In addition to any other fee author-
ized by law, the Secretary of Homeland Secu-

rity shall charge and collect a $1,000 pre-
mium processing fee from each applicant de-
scribed in this subsection to offset the addi-
tional costs incurred to expedite the proc-
essing of applications under this subsection. 

‘‘(B) The fee collected under subparagraph 
(A) shall be deposited as offsetting collec-
tions in the Immigration Examinations Fee 
Account.’’. 

(b) The amendment made by subsection (a) 
is repealed on January 1, 2006. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, this 
amendment is offered on behalf of Sen-
ator LEVIN and will allow aliens of ex-
traordinary abilities who will represent 
the United States at an international 
event to complete the citizen require-
ment process in less time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

Mr. SPECTER. I understand this has 
been cleared, too, with Senator HAR-
KIN. 

Mr. HARKIN. Well, I understand. I 
just hope the appropriate committee of 
jurisdiction has looked at it, too. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, it has 
been represented that the appropriate 
Senators have signed off. 

Mr. HARKIN. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2268) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2260 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I am 

advised further that as to 2260, where 
the Senator from Massachusetts had 
asked for some time to take a look at 
it, we have his assent at this time. 

Mr. KENNEDY. No objection, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ment 2260 is the pending amendment. Is 
there further debate on the pending 
amendment? If not, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2260) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at 4:05, there 
be 10 minutes equally divided with re-
spect to the two pending LIHEAP 
amendments, provided further that fol-
lowing that time, the Senate proceed 
to vote in relation to the following 
amendments: Senator REID, 2194; Sen-
ator GREGG, 2253 as modified; Senator 
DODD, 2254; Senator CLINTON, 2292; Sen-
ator COBURN, 2232; provided further 
there be no second-degree amendments 
in order to the listed amendments prior 
to the votes, and prior to the vote it be 
in order for Senator SPECTER to modify 
the Gregg amendment on his behalf. 
And I further ask there be 2 minutes 
for debate equally divided between 
each of the votes listed after the first 
vote. Mr. President, I ask that after 
the first vote, the votes be 10 minutes 
instead of 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, so that 
there will be no doubt and all Senators 
will be on notice, we will start the vote 
at 4:15, and the first vote will be 15 

minutes, with 5 minutes additional, 
limited to 20 minutes, and each vote 
thereafter will be 10 minutes with a 5- 
minute addition, limited to 15 minutes, 
and the request will be made that Sen-
ators remain in the Chamber to com-
plete the votes on those five amend-
ments. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CHAFEE). The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. It is my intention now 

that I would speak for 15 minutes, at 
which time I ask unanimous consent 
that I be able to yield the floor and 
Senator KENNEDY be recognized for 15 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, earlier 
today, on behalf of myself, Senators 
KENNEDY, REID, DURBIN, OBAMA, BAYH, 
KOHL, MIKULSKI, CLINTON, JOHNSON, 
DAYTON, and BYRD, I laid down an 
amendment dealing with preparing this 
country for an avian flu pandemic. The 
amendment that we laid down today 
and that we will be voting on tomorrow 
will allow the United States to dra-
matically step up preparation for an 
avian flu pandemic. 

Last month, I offered and the Senate 
approved an amendment to the Defense 
appropriations bill that provided $3.9 
billion for preparation for such a pan-
demic. At that time, there was some 
discussion as to why we were putting it 
on the Defense bill; it should go on the 
Labor-Health and Human Services bill. 
At that time, we didn’t even know if 
we would have this bill up. 

Well, the bill is in the Chamber, and 
this amendment appropriately belongs 
on this legislative vehicle in our juris-
diction. So the amendment that was 
laid down that I offered earlier today is 
essentially a more robust version of 
that earlier amendment again based on 
more and better information we have 
obtained since that time. 

There is a broad consensus in the sci-
entific community as to the steps we 
need to take to get ready for a poten-
tial pandemic. Reflecting that sci-
entific consensus, the amendment we 
have laid down will do four broad 
things. 

First, as our first line of defense, it 
will dramatically step up international 
surveillance of avian flu outbreaks 
overseas. 

Second, it will ramp up our vaccine 
production infrastructure here in the 
United States. 

Third, it will give us the resources to 
build up stockpiles of vaccines that are 
currently believed to be effective 
against the flu as well as building up 
stockpiles of antiviral medications. 

Fourth, it will strengthen our public 
health infrastructure at the Federal, 
State, and local level, which today is 
simply not equipped to cope with a 
major pandemic. 

Some have suggested that we be pa-
tient, that we wait for the administra-
tion to put forward a plan to fight 
avian flu, but we have already waited 
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too long as a nation. We have been 
warned now for almost 8 years to get 
ready. 

We had been warned about a lot of 
other things. We were warned for years 
that the levees in New Orleans would 
fail in the case of a major hurricane. 
Yet the Federal Government did not do 
anything. And the Federal Government 
has not come forward with any action 
plan now regarding the avian flu pan-
demic possibility. Even within the last 
year, as the threat of this pandemic be-
comes more urgent and immediate, 
there still is no plan. 

So today, with the alarm bells ring-
ing at full volume, we in Congress can-
not in good conscience wait any longer. 
We need to act. If the administration 
offers a plan at a later date, that is 
fine. We will almost certainly include 
the basic elements encompassed here. 
We are all talking to the same people, 
whether it is the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention or NIH or the 
major drug companies. We know what 
we have to do. So if we take action now 
in this appropriations bill with the 
amendment we have offered, then we 
will have already passed an appropria-
tion, we will not have lost any time, 
and we will be able to go forward as 
rapidly as possible. 

There is no question the United 
States right now is woefully unpre-
pared for a major outbreak of human- 
to-human transmitted avian flu. We 
have already had two disasters. We had 
9/11, we had Katrina, we were unpre-
pared for both despite clear warnings 
that we had. 

Similarly, we have been warned in no 
uncertain terms about avian flu, but 
our preparations are inadequate. As 
many of my colleagues know, avian flu, 
or H5N1 as it is called in the scientific 
community, has passed from bird to 
bird. What started in a small area of 
Southeast Asia has now extended we 
know to as far away as Greece, Turkey, 
and Romania. Recently, one bird in 
Great Britain died and was examined 
and found to have H5N1. We know that 
the avian flu has been detected in Indo-
nesia and in Japan and in the Phil-
ippines, in China, in Russia. It is only 
a matter of time before these migra-
tory birds cross paths and the avian flu 
is now in Canada and the United States 
and South and Central America. 

This is a virulent form of flu. One 
hundred percent of the birds, the chick-
ens and the birds that have gotten this 
have died, 100 percent. Fifty percent of 
the humans who have come down with 
avian flu have died. Now, thus far we 
only know of one case, one certified 
case where the flu virus has gone from 
a human to a human. Only one case. 
But that has warned us that it is capa-
ble of doing so. 

Now, it is not sustained, it is not 
widespread, but scientists tell us it is 
only a matter of time. And we do not 
know how much time we have. We 
know as we say it has killed 50 percent 
of the individuals it infected. A night-
mare scenario, a kind of 21st century 

Black Death is not difficult to picture. 
Indeed, most experts say it is not a 
matter of if but when. So we have to 
ask some tough questions now: Where 
do our preparedness efforts stand? Can 
we do better? 

First, look at global surveillance. 
The Centers for Disease Control is 
doing a great job working in concert 
with the World Health Organization 
and governments in affected regions to 
detect the disease and help stop its 
spread. This is our first line of de-
fense—surveillance and quarantine in 
the area in which it occurs. The sooner 
we can identify it and quarantine it, 
the better off we will be. To put it in 
other terms, better to find H5N1 over 
there than home. 

The good news is we have experience. 
The Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention kept SARS from coming to 
the United States with this procedure. 
But we do not have adequate personnel, 
we do not have the resources in place 
in other countries to make sure that 
we detect as rapidly as possible an out-
break of avian flu. We can and we must 
do better to protect our people. 

Second, the status of our capacity to 
produce vaccines in the United States, 
unfortunately, is all bad news. It is as-
tonishing when we tell people we only 
have one plant in America capable of 
producing flu vaccines. And that plant 
uses an egg-based technology. Right 
now, in the event of a worldwide pan-
demic, the United States would have to 
rely on imported vaccines, vaccines 
that other countries might not be will-
ing to send to us. After all, the first re-
sponsibility of any government is to 
protect its own people, and if this pan-
demic starts, every government is 
going to want to protect its own people 
first. So we are vulnerable. We are 
playing catchup ball. We need to help 
private industry develop more vaccine 
manufacturing capacity, and we need 
to do it in a way in which we can 
produce enough vaccine rapidly to deal 
with a major outbreak. 

Some say it would take many years 
to produce a non-egg-based, cell-based 
production capacity. I don’t accept 
that. This is a matter of incredible ur-
gency. We have to do better, and we 
can do better. Our goal should be to 
have research and production capacity 
to isolate a virus, convert it to a vac-
cine, produce enough vaccine for nearly 
300 million Americans, and do it within 
6 to 9 months. Right now we are a long 
way from reaching that goal. This 
amendment we have offered will put 
the money forward to get that process 
moving rapidly to develop cell-based 
technology for the production—the 
rapid production—of vaccines in this 
country. 

Third, as I mentioned, we need an ag-
gressive program of purchasing and 
stockpiling vaccines and antivirals. 
Unfortunately, the United States is 
way behind. I am indebted to Senator 
KENNEDY for producing this chart. I 
want to show it here. The World Health 
Organization a few years ago suggested 

that countries stockpile at least 25 per-
cent antivirals to cover their popu-
lation. Look what some other coun-
tries did: Australia, 20 percent; Britain, 
25 percent; France, 25 percent; Japan, 
17 percent; the United States, 1 per-
cent. We only have enough antivirals 
to cover 1 percent of our people. It is 
unconscionable. So we need to play 
catchup ball here also. We need to 
stockpile—and that is what this 
amendment will do—to provide the 
funds to begin to ramp up the produc-
tion of these antivirals. 

Roche is a drug company. I met with 
them. They publicly announced—they 
hold the patent; they produce most of 
it overseas—they are willing now to let 
other generic companies produce this 
under license to them. 

We need to get the money out there 
right now to buy them from those com-
panies so they can start producing the 
antivirals now. Not next year; now. 
That is what this amendment provides. 

Fourth, and last, public health infra-
structure. Right now our public health 
infrastructure is simply not capable of 
dealing with either a bird flu pandemic 
or even an act of bioterrorism. Even if 
we had an adequate stock of vaccines 
or antivirals, what good does it do if we 
don’t have the public health infrastruc-
ture to identify, isolate, and deliver 
the antivirals and the vaccines? 

Again, the President’s budget this 
year cut $120 million from State public 
health agencies. This amendment does 
not just restore that. We need to do a 
lot more than that. We need to make 
major new investments. We need to 
hire more public health professionals— 
epidemiologists, physicians, lab techni-
cians, and others. 

We also need to dramatically in-
crease the surge capacity of hospitals. 
As Dr. Rick Blum, the president of the 
American College of Emergency Room 
Physicians, recently said: 

We’ve pumped billions of dollars into pre-
paredness since 9/11, but virtually none of 
that has gone to the one place where we 
know 80 percent of patients go first. 

The emergency room—if we have an 
avian flu pandemic, that is where peo-
ple will go. And most victims of avian 
flu might need ventilators to help them 
breathe. Right now there are only 
105,000 ventilators in the entire United 
States, and three-quarters of them are 
in use on any given day. 

We have our work cut out for us. We 
face enormous technical and logistical 
challenges, and there is no time to 
waste. The time for planning and plan-
ning and planning and planning is over. 
It is now time to act. This amendment 
would provide, as I said, nearly $8 bil-
lion for a comprehensive national ef-
fort to prepare our people for an avian 
flu pandemic. I know that sounds like 
a lot of money, but keep in mind, it is 
less than 2 months of our expenditures 
on the war in Iraq. When this avian flu 
pandemic—I don’t say if; when. Sci-
entists tell us it is not a question of if, 
it is a question of when. When it hits, 
we have to be ready to protect our peo-
ple. That is what this amendment does. 
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Again, I hope as we move forward we 

can get this amendment adopted and 
get the money out there. It does not 
have to be spent now. It is at the Sec-
retary’s discretion, but at least it is 
there and they can move on it rapidly 
to do what we all know is necessary to 
protect our people in this country. 

I have used my 15 minutes. I want to 
reserve 15 minutes for Senator KEN-
NEDY. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, if I 
may be recognized very briefly. I know 
the remainder of the time is reserved 
for Senator KENNEDY. We are 16 min-
utes away from 4:05 p.m. 

Mr. HARKIN. I yield the floor. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I wish 

to make a comment or two. I commend 
the Senator from Iowa for his foresight 
on moving ahead on the pandemic 
issue. He and I have been discussing it 
for several days. I think it is difficult 
to proceed without knowing what the 
administration’s plans are. 

As the Senator from Iowa correctly 
notes, action has to be taken. When the 
administration decides on a plan and 
picks a figure, there is going to have to 
be congressional action, and we are 
nearing the end of this session. A sup-
plemental or an emergency appropria-
tions bill is always difficult to struc-
ture. So there are sound reasons to 
take a look at it now and make some 
judgment. 

We have been in touch with the 
White House on a number of occasions 
to try to find out what the position is 
of the administration. So far they are 
unprepared to give us an answer. We 
are working to see if it is possible to 
structure an appropriation, subject to 
the Secretary’s discretion, and how it 
will be in consultation and would be an 
emergency. There is no doubt there 
ought to be planning now for this 
emergency. 

What the proper figure is I don’t 
know. That is a figure that would be 
more within the scope of under-
standing, knowledge, and projection of 
the administration, and the experts at 
CDC and NIH. 

I wanted to make those few com-
ments. We are going to carry this over 
until tomorrow. I know the adminis-
tration will be aware of what is hap-
pening on the floor today, and perhaps 
that will motivate them or enable 
them to come forward to help us grap-
ple with this issue and find some real-
istic and practical solution at this 
time. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate my chairman’s remarks. I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
COBURN). The Senator from Massachu-
setts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask if the Chair will 
be good enough to let me know when I 
have 3 minutes remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will so notify the Senator. 

WAGE PROTECTIONS 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President a few 

moments ago, as I understand, the 

President of the United States reversed 
his course on the incredibly damaging 
decision to suspend wage protections 
for workers rebuilding the Gulf Coast 
after Hurricane Katrina, known as the 
Davis-Bacon provisions. These are the 
prevailing wage provisions, the age-old 
policy that the Government should not 
drive wages below the prevailing wage 
in a particular community. 

The prevailing wage for construction 
is $8 in Mississippi, $9 in Alabama, and 
$10 in Louisiana. That would work out 
to $16,000, $18,000, $21,000 a year as the 
prevailing wage. That’s not too much 
for workers who are trying to rebuild 
their homes and rebuild their lives. 

I applaud the decision the President 
has made on that issue. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2283, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, before 

speaking on the current Harkin amend-
ment, which I strongly support for the 
reasons I will outline, I want the Sen-
ate to know that our HELP Com-
mittee, under the chairmanship of Sen-
ator ENZI, and the subcommittee, 
under the chairmanship of Senator 
BURR, has been working on this issue, 
but from a different angle. 

Right now we need appropriations, 
which are included in the Harkin 
amendment. And we will also con-
sider—hopefully favorably—the Burr- 
Enzi legislation, which deals with a 
range of issues involving patent, com-
pensation, and liability issues that are 
all related to encouraging companies 
to enter the market. 

These are different approaches, and 
each is enormously important in its 
own way. I thank the chairman of my 
committee, Senator ENZI, who always 
is tireless in his courtesies and his out-
reach to the members of the committee 
on his side as well as ours, and to Sen-
ator BURR for working with us. I am 
very hopeful that if we can schedule 
and pass that legislation, and get this 
appropriation included today, we will, I 
believe, have the best of all worlds. 

Looking at this issue globally, there 
are various components. We have the 
resource aspect of it, we have the pub-
lic health aspect of it, and then the as-
pect that is related to providing incen-
tives for the private sector. Hopefully, 
we will deal with all of those before the 
end of the term. 

I believe strongly, as Senator HARKIN 
pointed out, that we must take action 
now on this legislation, to ensure that 
we’ll have sufficient resources to deal 
with the purchasing aspects and also 
the limited, but extremely important, 
public health provisions which are in-
cluded in this legislation. 

One provision provides for the global 
detection of this pandemic, as well as 
domestic detection, should it come to 
the United States. It also provides the 
resources to contain and respond to the 
danger by improving surge capacity, 
and developing an overall plan so we 
are able to effectively deal with this 
issue. 

We have been on notice for years. 
This chart is going to be difficult to 

read for those viewing: ‘‘The U.S. 
missed the warning signs of the flu 
pandemic.’’ In 1992, the Institute of 
Medicine pointed out: 

Policymakers must realize and understand 
the potential magnitude of an influenza pan-
demic. 

This is when we began to detect the 
dangerous indicators of this pandemic: 

In 1997, there was an outbreak in 
Hong Kong. 

In November 2000: 
Federal and State influenza plans do not 

address the key issues surrounding the pur-
chase and distribution of vaccines and 
antivirals. 

This comes from a GAO report which 
found that very few States have made 
the kind of downpayment that is re-
quired to protect individuals from this 
pandemic. 

Again, in May 2002, according to the 
World Health: 

Authorities must understand the potential 
impact and threat of pandemic influenza. 

Then in December of 2003, there was 
an outbreak in South Korea. 

In January 2004, there was an out-
break in Vietnam. 

The reason the World Health Organi-
zation and the European Union have 
been so concerned about this is because 
of the danger of this particular flu 
strain. 

This chart indicates the death rate 
from this flu strain. In Cambodia, it 
has been 100 percent; in Thailand, 71 
percent; in Vietnam, 44 percent; an 
overall average of 50 percent. We are 
talking about dozens of cases, not hun-
dreds, not thousands, not millions. But 
if this strain mutates and easily 
spreads human-to-human, we are talk-
ing about potentially a great threat. 

I know the Senator from Iowa, my-
self, Senator REID, our leader, Senator 
OBAMA, and Senator DURBIN are frus-
trated about this issue. 

This is a General Accounting Office 
report that was published in October 
2000, ‘‘Influenza Pandemic. Plan needed 
for Federal and State response.’’ 

The General Accounting Office re-
viewed what the needs were and sug-
gested to Congress and the Administra-
tion that we respond. Five years later, 
we are finally getting some action on 
the floor of the Senate. 

In this chart, we can see what has 
happened in other countries. In com-
parison, the U.S. stockpile of antiviral 
medicine is inadequate. Senator HAR-
KIN pointed out what other nations 
have done. This is a sample: Australia 
has antiviral medicine for 20 percent of 
its population; Britain, 25 percent; 
France, 25 percent; Japan, 17 percent; 
and the United States, we only cover 1 
percent of our population. 

We are faced with whether we should 
take action or not take action. 

This is a list of the various countries 
that have developed nationwide plans: 
Japan, October 1997; Canada, February 
2004; Czech Republic, 2004; Hong Kong, 
2005; Britain in March of 2005. 

I point out the British plan, I am not 
going to include it in the RECORD, but 
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I will include it by reference. It is some 
95 pages long. It sets the scene and pro-
vides the overall framework for the 
UK’s response to an influenza pan-
demic. It is based on the current advice 
for national pandemic plans from the 
World Health Organization. The re-
sponse is divided into phases, starting 
with work to be done before a potential 
pandemic emerges, followed by a step- 
by-step escalating response to the pan-
demic. 

The plan goes on: 
Advanced planning is essential to establish 

and rehearse contingency arrangements and 
identify and address gaps in our preparedness 
so we are in the best possible position to 
manage the emergency and to ameliorate its 
impact. 

On page 5, it talks about the various 
aspects of the plans: communication, 
surveillance, information gathering, 
the public health response, measures to 
reduce the health impact, vaccination, 
health service response, civil contin-
gency, workforce education and train-
ing, essential preparatory work. All of 
this outlined in the UK, in Great Brit-
ain. 

Here is Canada’s plan. It is 87 pages 
long. What does this plan address? This 
is what they have: Who is responsible 
for the pandemic planning? It lists 
those in charge. Why is this an impor-
tant health issue? It outlines why it is 
a health issue. What preparations are 
being made? It outlines all of the prep-
arations that are being made. What 
needs to happen in a comprehensive re-
sponse? It outlines all of those. What 
will be involved in a recovery from a 
pandemic? It has an entire section, all 
outlined here. 

Where is the United States? Where is 
our response? The USA is the big ques-
tion mark, and that is what we find un-
acceptable. That is why the Harkin 
amendment is important to adopt. It 
has provisions dealing with antivirals 
and vaccines; it has the needed global 
interventions; and it has the detection 
needed here in the United States. It 
has the surge capacity and public 
health provisions that need to be ex-
panded. Senator BURR indicated that 
hearings on public health provisions 
will take place after we pass this legis-
lation, which is all well and good. But 
we need to act now. 

Each country with a national plan 
includes important public health com-
ponents. We would not be meeting our 
responsibilities unless we did likewise. 

This proposal recognizes that we 
have a responsibility to move forward 
on this and provides the resources nec-
essary to get started. This particular 
proposal works to fulfill the rec-
ommendations of the World Health Or-
ganization, with $3 billion for 
antivirals and $3 billion in vaccines. 
There is flexibility in these allocations 
and in the allocations for the public 
health provisions. 

So I would hope very much that the 
Senate would accept this. It is a mod-
est downpayment. As I mentioned, 
there are several aspects of the battle. 

One certainly is the stockpiling of the 
vaccines and antivirals. It is enor-
mously important that the resources 
are there. A downpayment in terms of 
the public health is also very impor-
tant. And we must provide incentives 
for industry to encourage vaccine de-
velopment and production. That is fol-
lowing along with the Enzi-Burr pro-
posal, and all of us owe a debt of grati-
tude to them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2 minutes 45 seconds remain-
ing. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Chair. 
We are all working together to have a 
bipartisan proposal that we will be able 
to act on. 

If we have positive action on the Har-
kin amendment, and a positive result 
on the Enzi-Burr proposal, at the end 
of this session, the Senate will have 
made a very strong downpayment in 
preparing this Nation. We eagerly 
await the administration’s proposal, 
but quite frankly, I do not think we 
can delay any longer. 

Other countries have moved ahead. 
At this time, we have only stockpiled 1 
percent of the total amount of 
antivirals that we will need. This is the 
issue. Now is the time for action. I am 
very hopeful that this amendment will 
be accepted. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent at this time that 
my amendment, which is the second 
amendment to be ordered, be called up 
and that the other amendments be set 
aside so I can modify my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2253, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. GREGG. I send a modification to 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the modification? 

Without objection, the amendment is 
so modified. 

The amendment (No. 2253), as modi-
fied, is as follows: 
(Purpose: To increase appropriations for the 

Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram by $1,276,000,000, with an across-the- 
board reduction) 

On page 158, strike lines 12 through 21 and 
insert the following: 

bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, 
$3,159,000,000. 

For making payments under title XXVI of 
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1981, $300,000,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That these funds are for 
the unanticipated home energy assistance 
needs of one or more States, as authorized by 
section 2604(e) of the Act: Provided further, 
That the entire amount is designated as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis-
cal year 2006. 

GENERAL PROVISION—REDUCTION AND 
RESCISSION 

SEC. ll. (a) Amounts made available in 
this Act, not otherwise required by law, are 
reduced by 0.982 percent. 

(b) The reduction described in subsection 
(a) shall not apply to amounts made avail-
able under this Act— 

(1) for the account under the heading 
‘‘LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE’’; or 

(2) for the account under the heading 
‘‘REFUGEE AND ENTRANT ASSISTANCE’’ (with 
respect to amounts designated as emergency 
requirements). 

SEC. ll. (a) There is rescinded an amount 
equal to 0.981 percent of the budget author-
ity provided in any prior appropriation Act 
for fiscal year 2006, for any discretionary ac-
count described in this Act. 

(b) Any rescission made by subsection (a) 
shall be applied proportionately— 

(1) to each discretionary account described 
in subsection (a) to the extent that it relates 
to budget authority described in subsection 
(a), and to each item of budget authority de-
scribed in subsection (a); and 

(2) within each such account or item, to 
each program, project, and activity (as delin-
eated in the appropriation Act or accom-
panying report for the relevant fiscal year 
covering such account or item). 

(c) The rescission described in subsection 
(a) shall not apply to budget authority pro-
vided as described in subsection (a)— 

(1) for the account under the heading 
‘‘LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE’’; or 

(2) for the account under the heading 
‘‘REFUGEE AND ENTRANT ASSISTANCE (with 
respect to amounts designated as emergency 
requirements)’’. 

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent that we return to regular order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

There is now 10 minutes of debate 
equally divided on the LIHEAP amend-
ment. Who seeks time? 

The Senator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, Senator 

COLLINS and I have proposed an amend-
ment that would raise LIHEAP funding 
to a total of $5.1 billion. That is abso-
lutely necessary as we approach the 
winter with rising fuel prices, rising 
natural gas prices. Our amendment will 
help all States. I want to make it very 
clear all of our funding goes into the 
State block grant program, so no State 
will be disadvantaged. 

My colleague from New Hampshire 
has introduced a complementary 
amendment that does not provide, in 
my view, sufficient funding. At his 
level of funding, States such as Min-
nesota, Washington, and Wisconsin will 
receive no new money. I think that is 
unfortunate because those States and 
the citizens of those States deserve the 
kind of support that will be necessary 
this winter. 

Fifty-three Senators have already 
joined us to support the increase in 
LIHEAP spending to the $5.1 billion 
total mark. I hope they will continue 
to support us. There is a second storm 
surge coming from Katrina, and that is 
rising energy prices that have over-
whelmed vulnerable families through-
out this country. 

In addition, my colleague from New 
Hampshire is proposing to fund this 
with an across-the-board cut. That 
across-the-board cut will disappear in 
conference. As Chairman SPECTER has 
pointed out, this bill is bare bones. 
When the conferees arrive and look at 
the funding for Head Start and look at 
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funding for other critical programs, I 
do not think they are going to allow 
this supposed increase in LIHEAP 
funding. Also, we are paying for this 
LIHEAP increase by taking away valu-
able programs: 37,000 students in title I 
will be denied services because of these 
cuts. We are going to reduce IDEA 
spending. We are going to reduce Head 
Start spending. We are essentially rob-
bing Peter to pay Paul, taking from 
some who need to give to others who 
need. That is not fair. It is not appro-
priate and it is unnecessary. 

This is an emergency. Just as the 
storm damage in the gulf was an emer-
gency, this is an emergency. I urge sup-
port of the Reed-Collins amendment 
and opposition to the Gregg amend-
ment. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks time? 
The Senator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. GREGG. First off, I would note 

that the amount that is in my amend-
ment is the exact amount which the 
Senator from Rhode Island asked of the 
Appropriations Committee less than a 
month ago. It is the exact amount that 
the Senator from Maine asked of the 
Appropriations Committee less than a 
month ago. It is the exact amount that 
41 other Senators sent a letter to the 
Appropriations Committee and asked 
for relative to LIHEAP costs, low-in-
come energy costs. 

Why was that amount chosen? It was 
not picked out of the air. It was chosen 
because that is the amount necessary 
in order to hold harmless the various 
low-income energy programs across 
this country, in order to cover the 
costs of the increase of fuel oil esti-
mated in September, which was actu-
ally at a higher cost level than today. 
So this actually will represent more 
money than is necessary in order to 
keep these programs whole. It will ac-
tually represent additional money. It 
represents over a 48-percent increase in 
funding. That is a rather dramatic in-
crease. 

In addition, this amendment that I 
have proposed is paid for. Our job 
should be to set priorities in this Con-
gress. We should say, what is the pri-
ority? Well, I happen to think one of 
the priorities is making sure that sen-
ior citizens, people who live on fixed 
incomes, low-income individuals who 
are trying to heat their homes in this 
very difficult winter, with prices being 
high and with the winter already upon 
us—at least in New Hampshire we had 
some significant snow yesterday—that 
they will have the ability to have a 
program which covers those costs. But 
we should pay for it. 

What have I suggested? I have sug-
gested a less than 1 percent cut across 
the board in all the other programs in 
this bill. That is the logical and appro-
priate way to pay for this increase in 
funding which is needed, an increase 
which is the exact amount of money 
that was asked for by the Senator from 
Rhode Island, the Senator from Maine, 

and other Senators who felt the need, 
as I do, for a commitment in this ac-
count. 

So it is a reasonable step. My bill is 
a reasonable action. I would also note 
one other thing. The Senator from 
Rhode Island and the Senator from 
Maine have offered an amendment 
which because it is so over the top 
from a budget standpoint, so outside 
the budget structure which we have, is 
subject to a budget point of order. As 
Budget chairman, I am fairly familiar 
with these. 

Those budget points of order are put 
in place to discipline ourselves, and of 
course it is to set priorities. My 
amendment is not subject to a budget 
point of order, an emergency point of 
order. 

So let us remember that when we are 
voting on this, if my colleagues want 
to have a realistic chance of getting a 
significant increase in funding for the 
low-income energy program, they 
should vote for my amendment because 
it is only going to take 51 votes to pass 
it; whereas, the amendment from the 
other side will take 60 votes. 

Remember that the number I have 
put into this amendment is the number 
which was actually requested by the 
sponsors of the first amendment, and 
therefore it is a reasonable number. It 
is not an arbitrary number. It is a 
number that makes sense. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks recognition? 
There is 2 minutes 49 seconds remain-

ing. 
The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank 

the Senator from Rhode Island for 
yielding a couple of minutes. 

Here they go again. Every year, Sen-
ators on that side of the aisle say they 
want to increase funding for LIHEAP 
and other things, but they want to 
take it out of other programs. These 
amendments are phony. These across- 
the-board cuts will never get passed 
into law. 

My good friend from New Hampshire 
says: Well, it is just 1 percent or just 2 
percent or whatever it might be. Let’s 
take a look at what the Senator from 
New Hampshire’s cuts really mean. He 
said it will not affect anybody. Well, it 
is a .98-percent cut. That does not 
sound like much, but in terms of No 
Child Left Behind, it means that 39,400 
kids will not be served by title I. I 
guess they do not count. It means that 
we will cut special education by $105 
million. It means that 9,300 Head Start 
kids will not get Head Start programs. 
That is why this amendment is phony. 
That is why we have to adopt the Reed 
amendment. 

Again, the Senator from New Hamp-
shire always said he wanted to increase 
funding for special education. Right 
now the Federal Government is paying 
18.6 percent of the excess costs of spe-
cial education. We are supposed to go 
to 40 percent. Under Senator GREGG’s 
amendment, the share will drop to 17.8 

percent. We will go in the wrong direc-
tion. So we will never reach the goal of 
full funding for special education if we 
adopt the amendment of the Senator 
from New Hampshire. So do not be 
fooled by these across-the-board cuts. 
It hurts people. It hurts poor kids. It 
hurts special education. And it hurts 
title I kids. We do not want to hurt 
them in order to give money for low-in-
come elderly so they can buy heating 
oil and pay their gas bills this winter. 
That is unfair. It is unconscionable. 
The best way to go is to adopt the Reed 
amendment. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. REED. I reserve the remainder of 

my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 38 seconds remaining. 
Who seeks time? There is 1 minute 31 

seconds remaining. 
The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, it is in 

order to raise a point of order as to the 
Reed amendment. Since I have spoken 
in favor of it, I ask my colleague, Sen-
ator CRAPO, to raise the technical point 
of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho is recognized. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, pursuant 
to section 402 of H. Con Res. 95 of the 
109th Congress— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will cease. A budget point of order 
has to be raised at the conclusion of de-
bate. It cannot be raised at this time. 

Mr. CRAPO. I will withhold. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. GREGG. What is the time status? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

1 minute 5 seconds left to the Senator 
from New Hampshire, 38 seconds left to 
the Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I will re-
spond briefly—because I only have a 
minute, I will have to do it briefly—to 
the point of the Senator from Iowa. 
What is happening is that we are sug-
gesting that we should put approxi-
mately a $3 billion hole in the budget 
to pay for heating costs. Who is going 
to pay for that? Who is going to pay for 
it if we do not set the priorities here 
and offset the costs? I will tell you who 
is going to pay for it—our children are, 
because we have to go out and borrow 
that $3 billion. So what we are essen-
tially saying is we are going to take $3 
billion from our children to pay for 
heating costs this winter for seniors 
and other people who are on fixed in-
comes. We should be responsible for 
that here this year, not be passing it on 
to the next generation to pay that cost 
through a debt, financing it through 
debt. 

Clearly, offsetting this spending 
makes sense, and my amendment does 
exactly that. It offsets it in a reason-
able way, less than a 1-percent across- 
the-board cut, less than 1 percent in 
order to fund a very important pro-
gram, increase funding for a very im-
portant program to assist seniors and 
other folks who are on fixed incomes 
and low incomes. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, quickly, 

Senator COLLINS and Senator GREGG 
and I are trying to put more money in 
the State block grant program. Mr. 
President, $1 billion will not provide 
assistance in many States that need it 
now, Wisconsin and other States that 
are going to see a very difficult winter. 
Only by supporting our amendment 
will we reach all the States, all the 
people who need it. These cuts, as Sen-
ator HARKIN suggested, are illusory; 
they will not be made. Frankly, I don’t 
think it is appropriate, when we are 
trying to help poor people in the win-
tertime to heat their homes, we think 
about offsets; we think about that 
when we are providing tax cuts for very 
wealthy Americans. 

I urge passage of Reed-Collins and 
the rejection of the Gregg amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho is recognized. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, pursuant 
to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 of the 
109th Congress, I make a point of order 
against the emergency designation 
contained in the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. REED. I move to waive the appli-
cable section of that act for the pur-
poses of the pending amendment. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? There appears to be 
a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. I remind all our col-

leagues, under the unanimous consent 
agreement, we are now going to pro-
ceed to have five rollcall votes. The 
first will be 15 minutes and 5, the other 
four will be 10 and 5. Pursuant to our 
arrangements, the time limits will be 
enforced. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ators were necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI) and 
the Senator from Alabama (Mr. SES-
SIONS). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI) 
would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CORZINE) 
is necessarily absent. 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 54, 
nays 43, as follows: 

The result was announced—yeas 54, 
nays 43, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 270 Leg.] 

YEAS—54 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 

Byrd 
Cantwell 
Chafee 
Clinton 
Coleman 
Collins 

Conrad 
Dayton 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lugar 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 

Salazar 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Sununu 
Talent 
Voinovich 
Wyden 

NAYS—43 

Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Burr 
Carper 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Cornyn 
Craig 

Crapo 
DeMint 
Dole 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Frist 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 

Kyl 
Lott 
Martinez 
McCain 
McConnell 
Nelson (NE) 
Roberts 
Shelby 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—3 

Corzine Murkowski Sessions 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 54, the nays are 43. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 
The point of order is sustained, and the 
emergency designation is removed. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote, and I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2194, AS FURTHER MODIFIED 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I raise 

a point of order under section 302(f) of 
the Congressional Budget Act that the 
amendment provides budget authority 
outlays in excess of the subcommit-
tee’s 302(b) allocation for fiscal year 
2006, and it is not in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point of order is sustained. The amend-
ment falls. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, we 
were 3 minutes over on that vote. We 
will try to hold this next vote in line 
with 15 minutes, as the unanimous con-
sent agreement provided a 10-minute 
vote with an additional 5 minutes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2253 
We are now proceeding to vote on 

Gregg amendment No. 2253. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

now 2 minutes of debate equally di-
vided on the Gregg amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I simply 
note that this amendment increases 
the funding for the low-income assist-
ance program by $1.27 billion, which is 
the number 41 Senators asked for the 
amount of increase. That means the 
program will effectively have been in-
creased by about 48 percent. It will 
allow for the program to be held harm-
less, and, in fact, it will probably put 
extra money into the program beyond 
holding it harmless. 

In addition, this is paid for, so we are 
setting priorities. We are not passing 
this additional spending on to our chil-

dren through debt, which means it is 
not subject to a point of order. 

In addition, it is the responsible way 
to approach this. As a practical mat-
ter, if you expect to increase the fund-
ing for low-income assistance pro-
grams, this will be your best vote to do 
it because this will only take 51 votes; 
the other votes took 60. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the Gregg 
amendment would appropriate $1.2 bil-
lion into the State block grant pro-
gram for LIHEAP. That would mean, 
because of the arcane nature of the for-
mula, States such as Minnesota, Wash-
ington, and Wisconsin will see no in-
crease, Iowa will have under a 3-per-
cent increase, and Oregon has less than 
a 7.5-percent increase. 

In sum, the States that need this 
help right away, the cold-weather 
States, will see little help from the 
amendment. 

Moreover, his amendment is funded 
by cutting valuable programs—Head 
Start, education for disabled Ameri-
cans, a host of programs—that cannot 
be made up. 

As our chairman and ranking mem-
ber said, this amendment probably will 
be disregarded in conference because 
they will not fund but be taking away 
what very little exists already—title I, 
Head Start, and a host of other pro-
grams. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
amendment. We will try again for a 
real LIHEAP amendment. 

Mr. GREGG. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. The yeas 
and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The leg-
islative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CORZINE) 
is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 46, 
nays 53, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 271 Leg.] 

YEAS—46 

Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeMint 

DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Frist 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Isakson 
Kyl 
Lugar 
Martinez 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Thomas 
Thune 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—53 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 

Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chafee 
Clinton 
Coleman 

Collins 
Conrad 
Dayton 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
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Feingold 
Feinstein 
Harkin 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 

Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 

Reid 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Talent 
Vitter 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Corzine 

The amendment (No. 2253), as modi-
fied, was rejected. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2254 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be, by previous consent, 2 
minutes of debate equally divided on 
the Dodd amendment. 

The Senator from Connecticut. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, we dis-

cussed this amendment sometime ago. 
In the past, I have offered amendments 
to fully fund Head Start. This amend-
ment does not do that. This amend-
ment adds $153 million specifically to 
deal with the inflation that will affect 
the cost of the 19,000 Head Start Pro-
grams across the country. 

There are 900,000 children in Head 
Start. If this amendment is not adopt-
ed, the estimates are that 20,000 to 
25,000 children will be dropped from the 
Head Start Program across our coun-
try. 

We all know that a Head Start child 
is more likely to finish school, less 
likely to end up in the juvenile justice 
system, less likely to be a substance 
abuser, less likely to become a teenage 
parent. We know it is not perfect, but 
after 40 years, Head Start works. This 
is not to expand the program, but let 
us not lose the children today who are 
part of that program. 

I urge the adoption of this amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 

Head Start Program is very valuable. 
It has received priority attention from 
our subcommittee. We more than dou-
bled Head Start between fiscal year 
1994 and fiscal year 2004. Regrettably, 
there are no funds to stretch further. 

If the Senator from Connecticut had 
an offset, wanted to discuss priorities, 
I would have been glad to do that. But 
we have to stay within the budget. 
Therefore, with great reluctance, I 
have raised the point of order. 

Mr. President, it should be noted 
that the last vote was less than 13 min-
utes. I would ask all of my colleagues 
to stay in the Chamber. We now have 
another 10-minute vote, with a 5- 
minute extension. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to waive the Budget Act. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CORZINE) 
is necessarily absent. 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 47, 
nays 52, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 272 Leg.] 
YEAS—47 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chafee 
Clinton 
Collins 
Dayton 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Durbin 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 

Lugar 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Snowe 
Stabenow 
Wyden 

NAYS—52 

Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Conrad 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeMint 

Dole 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Frist 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Kyl 
Lott 
Martinez 
McCain 
McConnell 

Murkowski 
Nelson (NE) 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Specter 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Talent 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

Corzine 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 47, the nays are 52. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 
The point of order is sustained and the 
amendment falls. 

The Senator from Michigan. 
ROSA PARKS FEDERAL BUILDING 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Calendar No. 260, S. 1285, a bill 
to designate the Federal building lo-
cated at 333 Mt. Elliott Street in De-
troit, MI, as the ‘‘Rosa Parks Federal 
Building.’’ Rosa Parks passed away 
this past Monday at the age of 92, one 
of the giants in American history. It is 
very fitting that we pass this bill nam-
ing this building. I ask that the bill be 
read three times, passed, and the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid on the table 
without intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I never thought 
I would see the day that I would stand 
to object to such a meritorious pro-
posal as my distinguished colleague 
has offered. 

Mrs. Parks has been dead but 3 or 4 
days. For 3 years, I have been trying to 
get the new courthouse annex here in 
Washington, DC named for Judge Wil-
liam B. Bryant. Judge Bryant is an Af-
rican American. He is 94 years old. Let 
me tell you about this distinguished in-
dividual. Born in Alabama—— 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, reg-
ular order. I hate to interrupt my col-
league from Virginia, but we have a 
unanimous consent request to proceed 
with—— 

Mr. WARNER. I reserved the right to 
object, and I ask the respect of the 
manager to allow me to state my case. 

I thank the distinguished Senator. 
He graduated from Howard Univer-

sity in 1936, classmate of Thurgood 
Marshall and Appellate Judge 
Spotswood Robinson. He graduated 
from Howard Law School first in his 
class and then, with no real opportuni-
ties for African-American attorneys in 
the District of Columbia, served as 
chief research assistant to Ralph 
Bunche, who later won the Nobel Prize. 
From 1943 to 1947, he was in the Army 
and rose to the rank of lieutenant colo-
nel during World War II. He was a 
criminal defense attorney, Assistant 
U.S. Attorney, the first African Amer-
ican ever to be an Assistant U.S. Attor-
ney in the Nation’s Capital. I was privi-
leged to be in the U.S. Attorney’s Of-
fice during some of his tenure there 
and worked with him. He was a teacher 
to me and many others. He was ap-
pointed to the U.S. District Court in 
1965. In 1977, he was appointed the first 
African American to be chief judge of 
the U.S. District Court. 

Now at the age of 94, Judge Bryant is 
serving as a Senior Judge on the 
United States District Court for the 
District of Columbia. This man, like 
Rosa Parks, suffered from discrimina-
tory practices and persevered, there-
fore breaking new ground for African- 
Americans to come. When he first 
began trying cases as an Assistant U.S. 
Attorney in 1951 the Bar Association of 
D.C. did not allow African-American 
members. William Bryant, while trying 
cases in District Court was unable to 
access the law library at the Court-
house like his white colleagues. De-
spite the obstacles, William Bryant 
succeeded. 

Over the years this man has been a 
fixture at that courthouse, first trying 
cases, and for the past 40 years, hearing 
them as a judge. The D.C. Bar and his 
colleagues have unanimously endorsed 
the legislation I offer today as a trib-
ute to this man’s truly extraordinary 
life, legendary career, and service to 
this nation’s judicial system. 

However, there are rules in the Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee 
which do not permit courthouses to be 
named for living or sitting judges. But 
it is interesting, before the current 
Chairman of the Committee took over, 
the rule was waived in certain cases. I 
am aware of more than 20 instances 
when this discretion was used to name 
Courthouses for living and sitting 
judges. As a matter of fact, I know of 
some instances where Members of this 
Chamber have gotten around the rule 
by attaching naming resolutions to 
bills in other committees of the Sen-
ate. We can all agree that Rosa Parks 
is deserving of the recognition to have 
a building named after her. Today I ask 
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this body the simple question, why is 
she more deserving today than she was 
last week? 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, I have been informed by 
the chairman of the committee, he has 
no objection to this. Senator STABENOW 
would agree to your amendment, that 
your judge be included in the resolu-
tion. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank my distin-
guished colleague. I send to the desk an 
amendment and ask if it would be in-
cluded in the unanimous consent re-
quest. 

Ms. STABENOW. Yes, Mr. President. 
I ask unanimous consent to modify my 
request to include the Warner amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, let me state the 
position we have on the committee. I 
have chaired this committee for 3 
years. As the distinguished Senator 
from Virginia knows—he used to chair 
the same committee, as did the minor-
ity leader—we have a rule that we 
don’t name courthouses after anyone 
who is living. I am going to object to 
this. However, if you want to have a 
vote on this, I will record myself as op-
posing it because I am not going to 
break the record. I think it is a good 
rule to keep. That is my position. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Missouri. 
Mr. BOND. Reserving the right to ob-

ject, Mr. President, the Rosa Parks 
naming and the Bryant naming are 
very important measures. I would sup-
port both of them. But I believe as long 
as we have this rule in the committee, 
unless the committee will change the 
rule, I would be happy to join with my 
colleague from Virginia in suggesting a 
change in the rule to permit—— 

Mr. WARNER. If I could ask my dis-
tinguished colleague, were you not 
faced with the same dilemma several 
years ago and managed to get a court-
house named for a sitting judge in your 
State by action of the Appropriations 
Committee? 

Mr. BOND. What was the judge’s 
name? 

Mr. WARNER. I have talked to the 
Administraive Office of the Courts, and 
I will get that answer to the Senator. 

Mr. BOND. I must renew my objec-
tion. I look forward to a discussion 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest? 

Mr. INHOFE. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 

renew my request to pass the Rosa 
Parks Building designation. I renew 
my request to pass that. Rosa Parks is 
one of the great civil rights leaders of 
our time, a great heroine who has now 
passed away at the age of 92. She de-

serves this recognition. I very much 
hoped that we could have a unanimous 
vote in support of honoring this very 
important woman. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest. 

Mr. INHOFE. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, there is 

an easy way out of this. Let’s don’t 
make it complicated. Let’s go ahead. 
He will have an amendment to this bill, 
have a vote on that. I will record my-
self as voting no. It will pass. I am sure 
it will pass. Everybody agrees, as far as 
Judge Bryant and Rosa Parks are con-
cerned, that we want this to happen 
today. But I will object to that in 
terms of UCing it. I want to have a 
vote, and I will be recorded no. That 
solves the problem. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader. 

Mr. REID. If we had a voice vote, the 
distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee could still be recorded as voting 
no; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. WARNER. If I understand, has 
the Senator amended her request to ac-
cept my amendment? 

Ms. STABENOW. Yes, I did do that. 
There was an objection to that. So I re-
newed my unanimous consent request 
for the Rosa Parks Federal Building. 

Mr. WARNER. I have to object if the 
Warner amendment is not included in 
the unanimous consent agreement. 

Ms. STABENOW. I will be happy to 
include a revised unanimous consent 
for Senator WARNER. 

Mr. REID. She has included yours. 
Mr. WARNER. Fine. I thank the Sen-

ator. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Reserving the right 

to object, I will not object, but I want 
to say, this debate has everybody on 
this floor thinking about what is going 
on with reference to other things being 
held up by this Senate on holds that we 
don’t even know the name of the per-
son holding them. This is not this 
issue, but there are many of them. I 
have the Deputy Secretary of Interior 
for 7 months waiting to be confirmed, 
and there is some hold somewhere. I 
think we ought to all begin to under-
stand that that has to stop. Today re-
minds me that I am going to be looking 
at it, and perhaps I will stop every bill 
until we get some of these that are 
being held up for no reason to be re-
leased. I hope this one succeeds. 

Mr. SPECTER. Parliamentary in-
quiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, are we 
considering the appropriations bill for 
Labor-Health and Human Services- 
Education? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. We are. We have a 
unanimous consent request. 

Mr. SPECTER. Are we under a unani-
mous consent agreement binding this 

Senate to proceed with five consecu-
tive votes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are. 
Mr. SPECTER. I was prepared to lis-

ten for a while. But this has gone on, 
and we are having more collateral 
issues. I press my request for regular 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request for regular 
order? 

Mr. REID. There is a unanimous con-
sent request pending before the Senate 
at this time. 

Mr. INHOFE. I have already objected 
to the unanimous consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest. 

Mr. SPECTER. Parliamentary in-
quiry: Does a call for regular order re-
quire unanimous consent? Regular 
order means the order has been decided 
to proceed. I insist on the regular 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

There are now 2 minutes of debate 
equally divided on the Clinton amend-
ment No. 2292. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, reg-
ular order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time on the Clinton amendment? 
The minority leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Calendar No. 260, 
the Rosa Parks Federal Building, be 
read three times, passed, the motion to 
reconsider be laid on the table, with 
the amendment to it affixing the Wil-
liam B. Bryant Annex to that. It is my 
understanding that this will be done by 
voice vote. Those who don’t like it can 
tell the Chair that, and it will be a no 
vote. I ask unanimous consent that 
this matter be called now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. I ask for a voice vote, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, what I 
would like to do is urge the adoption of 
the Warner amendment to the under-
lying bill. 

Mr. REID. That is what I tried to do. 
That is what I did do. 

Mr. INHOFE. All right. Let’s do it by 
voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on passage of the bill, as 
amended. 

The amendment (No. 2330) was agreed 
to, as follows: 
(Purpose: To designate the annex to the E. 

Barrett Prettyman Federal Bui1ding and 
United States Courthouse located at 333 
Constitution Avenue Northwest in the Dis-
trict 
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of Columbia as the ‘‘William B. Bryant 
Annex’’) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . (a) The annex, located on the 200 

block of 3rd Street Northwest in the District 
of Columbia, to the E. Barrett Prettyman 
Federal Building and United States Court-
house located at Constitution Avenue North-
west in the District of Columbia shall be 
known and designated as the ‘‘William B. 
Bryant Annex’’. 

(b) Any reference in a law, map, regula-
tion, document, paper, or other record of the 
United States to the annex referred to in sec-
tion 1 shall be deemed to be a reference to 
the ‘‘William B. Bryant Annex’’. 

The bill (S. 1285), as amended, was 
read the third time and passed, as fol-
lows: 

S. 1285 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentative of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF ROSA PARKS FED-

ERAL BUILDING. 
The Federal building located at 333 Mt. El-

liott Street in Detroit, Michigan, shall be 
known and designated as the ‘‘Rosa Parks 
Federal Building’’. 
SEC. 2. REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, map, regulation, 
document, paper, or other record of the 
United States to the Federal building re-
ferred to in section 1 shall be deemed to be 
a reference to the ‘‘Rosa Parks Federal 
Building’’. 
SEC. 3. DESIGNATION OF WILLIAM B. BRYANT 

ANNEX. 
The annex, located on the 200 block of 3rd 

Street Northwest in the District of Colum-
bia, to the E. Barrett Prettyman Federal 
Building and United States Courthouse lo-
cated at Constitution Avenue Northwest in 
the District of Columbia shall be known and 
designated as the ‘‘William B. Bryant 
Annex’’. 
SEC. 4. REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, map, regulation, 
document, paper, or other record of the 
United States to the annex referred to in sec-
tion 3 shall be deemed to be a reference to 
the ‘‘William B. Bryant Annex’’. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, Rosa 
Parks and Judge William B. Bryant are 
two venerable figures in our Nation’s 
movement toward equality for all 
Americans. I am proud that the Senate 
has taken the opportunity today to 
recognize and celebrate these two ex-
traordinary individuals. I commend 
Senator STABENOW for introducing this 
bill to name a Federal building in 
Michigan after Rosa Parks, a cherished 
civil rights leader. I also commend the 
efforts of Senator WARNER, who has 
worked with me for the past 3 years to 
name the new annex to the E. Barrett 
Prettyman United States Courthouse 
in Washington, DC, the ‘‘William B. 
Bryant Annex.’’ 

Judge Bryant’s service to the United 
States District Court for the District 
of Columbia is truly historic. He con-
tinues to perform duties as a senior 
Federal judge at the age of 93. He began 

his legal career with the belief that 
lawyers could make a difference in 
eliminating the widespread racial seg-
regation in the United States. He be-
came a criminal defense lawyer in 1948, 
taking on many pro bono cases and was 
soon recognized by the U.S. Attorney’s 
office for his skills as a defense attor-
ney. The U.S. Attorney’s office hired 
him in 1951 and he became the first Af-
rican American to practice in Federal 
court here in the District. Judge Bry-
ant was nominated by President John-
son to the Federal bench in 1965 and be-
came the first African American Chief 
Judge for the United States District 
Court in DC. 

Naming the new annex to the E. Bar-
rett Prettyman Courthouse after Judge 
Bryant is a fitting tribute to this dis-
tinguished jurist. Much like Judge 
Prettyman, Judge Bryant has had an 
illustrious career in public service and 
on the bench. I thank my colleagues 
for honoring Judge Bryant’s service. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2292 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks time on the Clinton amendment? 
The Senator from New York is recog-

nized. 
Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, this 

next vote is to add $4 billion to the 
IDEA account. This amendment moves 
us closer to that mandate imposed 
upon school districts in 1975, a worthy 
and noble undertaking to ensure that 
every child be given an appropriate 
public school education. This amend-
ment moves us closer to fulfilling what 
Congress said it would do: provide 40 
percent of the funding for special edu-
cation. This will help school districts 
lower property taxes. It is the kind of 
commitment we owe to children and 
their parents and to relieve the bur-
dens of taxpayers. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, the Sen-

ate is not in order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is correct. The Senate is not in 
order. 

The Senator from New York may 
continue. 

Mrs. CLINTON. So, Mr. President, 
now that the Senate is in order, let me 
just request that we pass this amend-
ment to add money to IDEA, which is 
something we all hear about every-
where we travel in our States to pro-
vide necessary tax relief to property 
tax owners and provide the resources 
that are needed for the special needs of 
special education students. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise 
today in strong support of the Clinton 
amendment. This amendment would 
fully fund IDEA for this year by adding 
$4 billion, the difference between the 
amount appropriated in the Senate bill 
and this year’s authorization level. As 
a proud co-sponsor, I am hopeful the 
Senate will act today to set IDEA on a 
path toward full funding. 

Despite substantial increases in 
IDEA funding over the past several 

years, the Federal Government has not 
lived up to its commitment to pay for 
40 percent of the costs of special edu-
cation. This is one of the top concerns 
of educators in Wisconsin. As a result 
of this funding shortfall, local school 
districts continue to devote a large 
part of their budgets toward special 
education, which makes it more dif-
ficult for them to adequately fund 
other vital education programs. This 
problem has only gotten worse as fi-
nancially strapped States and local 
governments are cutting funding for 
education in order to balance their 
budgets. This amendment would pro-
vide much needed relief. My home 
State of Wisconsin would benefit from 
an additional $70 million in special 
education funds. I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment, subse-
quently making good on our commit-
ment to special education students and 
their teachers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Penn-
sylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I con-
cur with what the Senator from New 
York has said about the importance of 
special education, and I only wish our 
allocation were larger so we could pro-
vide for more money for special edu-
cation. Special education has received 
priority attention by the sub-
committee. In 1996, it was less than $3 
billion; now it is more than $11 billion. 
We have to live within the budget as 
enacted by the Congress, and that 
means, regrettably, the point of order 
has been filed that it exceeds the budg-
et limit, and I must therefore oppose 
the amendment and ask my colleagues 
to sustain the point of order. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to waive the Budget Act. Yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CORZINE) 
is necessarily absent. 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 46, 
nays 53, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 273 Leg.] 

YEAS—46 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chafee 
Clinton 
Collins 
Dayton 
Dodd 
Durbin 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lugar 
Mikulski 

Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Snowe 
Stabenow 
Wyden 

NAYS—53 

Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 

Bunning 
Burns 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 

Coleman 
Conrad 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeMint 
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DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Frist 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 

Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Kyl 
Lott 
Martinez 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 

Shelby 
Smith 
Specter 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Talent 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

Corzine 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 46, the nays are 53. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 
The point of order is sustained, and the 
amendment falls. 

Mr. SPECTER. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. HARKIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2232 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 

will be 2 minutes equally divided before 
a vote on the Coburn amendment No. 
2232. 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I have 

an amendment that will transfer $60 
million to save the lives of people who 
are infected with HIV. There is no 
question where I get this money. It is a 
good goal. Enhancing the CDC, the 
buildings, the development of that, is 
all good. We have been on a fast track 
to do that in 5 years. That ought to 
continue. 

What I am saying with this amend-
ment is, since this amount is eight 
times what the President requested, we 
ought to put saving lives right now in 
this country at this time ahead of 
speeding up buildings. If my colleagues 
agree with that, then they ought to be 
supporting this amendment. If they do 
not, do not support it. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I will vote 

against the Coburn amendment that 
would have increased funding for the 
State AIDS Drug Assistance Program 
by cutting needed funding for the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Preven-
tion, CDC. 

I have long supported, and will con-
tinue to support, increased funding for 
the State AIDS Drug Assistance Pro-
gram to assist those suffering from 
HIV/AIDS in West Virginia and across 
the Nation. However, I could not sup-
port the Coburn amendment that 
would have reduced funding to upgrade 
and modernize the public health facili-
ties at the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention in Atlanta, GA. 

The current facilities at the CDC are 
in a state of extreme disrepair. This is 
unacceptable at a moment when we 
face a possible avian flu pandemic 
which could threaten millions of Amer-
ican lives. The CDC serves on the 
frontlines of our Nation’s defense and 
preparations for such a flu outbreak. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment from 

Senator COBURN. For five years now, 
this President and this Republican 
Congress have prioritized tax cuts for 
the rich at the expense of urgent na-
tional priorities. It has left us with so 
many unmet needs. 

The amendment offered by Senator 
COBURN asks us to choose between two 
vitally important national priorities— 
protecting our national security or 
providing increased assistance to peo-
ple living with HIV and AIDS. We 
shouldn’t have to do that, and a re-
sponsible Congress wouldn’t force our 
hand. 

An epidemic of HIV and AIDS con-
tinues to ravage communities—espe-
cially communities of color—across the 
country. Approximately 1 million indi-
viduals live with the disease and they 
struggle every day to make ends meet 
and to afford the medical care, medi-
cines, and other supports they need to 
live healthy and productive lives. 

The Federal AIDS Drug Assistance 
Program gives needy individuals the 
help they need. It is a vital part of our 
safety net for people living with HIV 
and AIDS, and it deserves more Federal 
support. 

I look forward to working with Sen-
ator COBURN soon on the reauthoriza-
tion of the ADAP program as well as 
reauthorization of the other vital pro-
grams in the Ryan White CARE Act. 
We need to expand our commitment to 
the whole of the CARE Act programs 
so we can improve lives of people living 
with HIV and AIDS. 

But this amendment isn’t the right 
approach. It is irresponsible and dan-
gerous. It proposes to increase funding 
for the ADAP program by cutting our 
investment in the Centers for Disease 
Control—the frontline Federal agency 
in the battle against bioterrorist 
threats and avian flu that threaten the 
health and safety of all Americans. In 
the past they fought and protected us 
from the SARS virus and their exper-
tise is often called upon to protect oth-
ers across the world from Ebola and 
other deadly viruses. 

Senator HARKIN has outlined the 
need for modern facilities for the CDC. 
They cannot fight 21st century threats 
in 20th century buildings. 

It is wrong to cut $60 million from 
CDC construction appropriations at 
this time when so many public health 
threats are converging on us and I urge 
all my colleagues to vote against the 
Coburn amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time in opposition? 

The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. SPECTER. Time is yielded to the 

Senator from Georgia. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 

rise in opposition to this amendment. 
While I agree with the need to continue 
to fight AIDS, the program to which 
this money is transferred—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time in opposition? 

Mr. SPECTER. The Senator from 
Georgia has the time. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Georgia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, the 
fund to which Senator COBURN seeks to 
transfer this money is already funded 
in this bill to the tune of almost $800 
million. It is not as if we are ignoring 
the very noble issue he is seeking to 
improve, but the fact is that we em-
barked on a multiyear plan at the CDC 
to improve the quality of the buildings 
where our most sophisticated and im-
portant researchers and scientists 
work on critical issues. It is imperative 
that we continue with this plan. 

I yield to my friend from Georgia for 
the remainder of the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, with 
all due respect, this is not a choice of 
putting buildings ahead of people or 
people ahead of buildings. This is a 
choice of maintaining the commitment 
to save the lives of our children and 
grandchildren in the future against 
pandemics and terrorist threats in the 
future. 

The Senator from Oklahoma, well in-
tended, is wrong. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on 
the Senator’s amendment. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 25 seconds remaining. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, if you 
have HIV today and you don’t have 
health insurance and you are standing 
in line to get HIV retrovirus therapy 
and heart therapy and they tell you 
they don’t have enough money, you are 
out of luck. In this country, where we 
have invested so much in this disease, 
to put anybody out of luck—we have 
invested a lot of money in the ADAP 
program, but it is not enough, and peo-
ple are dying every year in this coun-
try because we are not doing it. It is 
time we should do it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. HARKIN. Parliamentary inquiry: 
How much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five sec-
onds. 

Mr. HARKIN. I ask for 5 seconds. 
To my colleague, we will be calling 

up amendment No. 2259 later on to add 
$74 million to the ADAP program, but 
we will not take it out of CDC. That is 
the amendment we ought to vote for. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
COBURN). The question is on agreeing 
to amendment No. 2232. 

Mr. SPECTER. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CORZINE) 
is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 14, 
nays 85, as follows: 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 274 Leg.] 

YEAS—14 

Burr 
Chafee 
Coburn 
Cornyn 
Dayton 

DeWine 
Ensign 
Feingold 
Grassley 
Lugar 

McCain 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Wyden 

NAYS—85 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chambliss 
Clinton 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Conrad 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeMint 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 

Dorgan 
Durbin 
Enzi 
Feinstein 
Frist 
Graham 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Isakson 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Martinez 
McConnell 

Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Talent 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

Corzine 

The amendment (No. 2232) was re-
jected. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DURBIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks time? 

The Senator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, earlier 

today I was on the floor and offered 
amendment No. 2220 that was set aside. 
We were supposed to have a vote on 
that this evening. It was not in the 
queue. I ask unanimous consent that 
the vote on amendment No. 2220 occur 
before the cloture vote tomorrow 
morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest? 

Mr. LOTT. I object on behalf of the 
chairman. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard. 

What is the will of the Senate? 
The Senator from Illinois. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2287 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, on be-
half of Senator BOXER, I call up amend-
ment 2287, which I will then set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendments are 
set aside. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN], for 

Mrs. BOXER, for herself and Mr. ENSIGN, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2287. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To increase appropriations for 

after-school programs through 21st century 
community learning centers) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. 21ST CENTURY COMMUNITY LEARNING 

CENTERS. 
(a) FUNDING INCREASE.—In addition to 

amounts otherwise appropriated under this 
Act, there is appropriated $51,900,000 for 21st 
century community learning centers under 
part B of title IV of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7171 
et seq.). 

(b) OFFSET FROM TITLE I DEPARTMENTAL 
MANAGEMENT.—The amounts appropriated 
under title I under the heading ‘‘DEPART-
MENTAL MANAGEMENT’’ for salaries and ex-
penses shall be reduced by $51,900,000. 

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from New Mexico. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2259 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I call 
up amendment No. 2259 for Senator 
SMITH and myself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator froom New Mexico (Mr. 

BINGAMAN), for Mr. SMITH and himself, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2259. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I ask unanimous 
consent the reading of the amendment 
be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide funding for the AIDS 

Drug Assistance Program within the 
Health Resources and Services Administra-
tion) 
At the appropriate place in title II, insert 

the following: 
SEC. ll. In addition to amounts provided 

in this title for the AIDS Drug Assistance 
Program within the Health Resources and 
Services Administration, there shall be ap-
propriated an additional $74,000,000 for such 
program. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that amendment be 
set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2218 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 

now call up amendment No. 2218. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA-

MAN] proposes an amendment numbered 2218. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I ask unanimous 
consent the reading of the amendment 
be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To increase funding for advanced 

placement programs) 
At the end of title III (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. In addition to amounts otherwise 

appropriated under this Act, there is appro-

priated, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, an additional 
$18,500,000 to carry out part G of title I of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 6531 et seq.). 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this 
is an amendment I am offering with 
Senator HUTCHISON and also with co-
sponsors KENNEDY, CLINTON, DODD, 
MURRAY, and SALAZAR. I ask unani-
mous consent that all those Senators 
be listed as cosponsors on amendment 
No. 2218. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let 
me briefly describe the amendment. It 
increases funding for the advanced 
placement programs to the level the 
President requested in his budget, sub-
mitted to the Congress earlier this 
year. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I ask that amend-
ment be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

According to a recent report issued 
by the National Academy of Sciences, 
NAS, the scientific and technical build-
ing blocks of this Nation’s economic 
strength are eroding at a time when 
many other Nations are gathering 
strength. In no uncertain terms, the 
NAS Committee on Prospering in the 
Global Economy of the 21st Century ex-
pressed ‘‘fear’’ that our ability to lead 
in science and technology can be lost 
abruptly, and that once lost, it may be 
very difficult to regain, if at all. 

The NAS report issued a number of 
recommendations to strengthen the 
economic security of this country. 
Among the highest priorities, the NAS 
urged that we increase America’s tal-
ent pool by vastly improving K–12 
mathematics and science education. 
My amendment seeks to do that by in-
creasing funding available for advanced 
placement programs. 

According to the NAS report, the 
vast majority of students in this coun-
try will never take an advanced math 
or science course while in high school. 
Evidence shows, however, that the in-
tensity and rigor of a student’s high 
school coursework is directly related 
to the student’s success in college and 
beyond. Students who take a solid col-
lege prep curriculum are less likely to 
need remedial classes, and are more 
likely to earn a college degree. 

In fact, evidence shows that the in-
tensity and quality of a high school 
curriculum is the greatest measure of 
completion of a bachelor’s degree. Im-
portantly, studies also show that not 
only do college-bound students benefit 
from rigorous courses, but that all stu-
dents benefit from more rigorous 
coursework. 

Accordingly, it is critical that all of 
our young people have access to rig-
orous coursework in secondary school 
in order to meet the demands of post 
secondary education and a competitive 
workforce. 

NAS urges us to expand the pipe-
line—increase the number of students 
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taking advanced science and math 
courses, such as AP–IB. Accordingly, 
we must create additional opportuni-
ties and incentives for middle-school 
and high-school students to pursue ad-
vanced work in math and science. NAS 
recommends quadrupling the number 
of students in AP or IB math or science 
courses to 4.5 million by 2010. 

Moreover, I believe we all know that 
the quality of the teaching force is 
paramount to improving student 
achievement. A great teacher can not 
only help a student develop critical, 
analytical, and problem-solving skills, 
or mastery of a particular subject, but 
can motivate a student to pursue a ca-
reer in the field. 

Unfortunately, this country is facing 
a shortage of highly qualified math and 
science teachers. 

According to the NAS report, the 
vast majority of high school students 
in this country are being taught 
science and math by teachers without 
certification or a degree in the subject 
being taught. In fact, a U.S. high 
school student has a 70 percent chance 
of being taught English by a teacher 
with a degree in English while the 
same student has about a 40 percent 
chance of being taught chemistry by a 
teacher with a degree in chemistry. 

The NAS report recommended that 
we strengthen the skills of 250,000 
teachers through training and edu-
cational programs. One of the critical 
steps in reaching that goal is through 
increased training for instructors in 
the Advanced Placement or Inter-
national Baccalaureate—AP–IB—Pro-
grams. NAS recommended that we 
train an additional 150,000 AP–IB and 
pre AP–IB instructors to teach ad-
vanced courses in math and science. 

The FY 06 Labor-HHS-Education Ap-
propriations bill presents a critical op-
portunity to begin implementing some 
of the recommendations. We must in-
vest in the economic security of this 
great country. 

This amendment seeks to increase 
funding for advanced placement pro-
grams in the underlying bill by $18.5 
million, to a total of $51.5 million. This 
level of funding, which is the same as 
the level requested by the administra-
tion, would help train additional AP–IB 
teachers, and help more low-income 
students take AP–IB courses. 

NAS recommends we invest in excess 
of $400 million to achieve these goals. 
Therefore, this amendment only re-
sents a down payment, however, to-
ward meeting the committee’s rec-
ommendation, but would demonstrate 
our commitment to our children and 
grandchildren that we do not take 
their prosperity and security for grant-
ed. 

The NAS advises us to prepare with 
great urgency to preserve this Nation’s 
strategic and economic security. By in-
vesting in AP, we can provide the foun-
dation for students to be internation-
ally competitive. This amendment is a 
step in that direction, and I urge my 
colleagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I ask that the 
amendment be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2219 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I call 

up amendment No. 2219. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA-

MAN] proposes an amendment numbered 2219. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I ask unanimous 
consent the reading of the amendment 
be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To increase funding for school 

dropout prevention) 
At the end of title III (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. (a) In addition to amounts other-

wise appropriated under this Act, there is ap-
propriated, out of any money in the Treas-
ury not otherwise appropriated, an addi-
tional $4,900,000 to carry out part H of title I 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6551 et seq.). 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the amounts made available for ad-
ministrative expenses and salaries for the 
Department of Education under this Act 
shall be reduced by $4,900,000. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senators REID, 
KENNEDY, CLINTON, DODD, and SALAZAR 
be added as cosponsors of this amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. This is an amend-
ment to maintain current funding for 
the school dropout prevention program 
that is authorized under No Child Left 
Behind. The underlying bill would com-
pletely eliminate funding for dropout 
prevention, which I think would be a 
terrible mistake. This amendment is 
essential in order that that not occur. 
Nationally, only two-thirds of our 9th 
graders will graduate from high school 
with a diploma after completing the 
12th grade. And, only about 50 percent 
of our Nation’s African American, His-
panic, and Native American students 
will graduate with a high school di-
ploma alongside their classmates. 

Sadly, a recent report by Educational 
Testing Services, ETS, makes it clear 
that the dropout crisis is actually get-
ting worse; the high school completion 
rate has been steadily declining in 43 
States. Even more alarming, the report 
concludes that students are dropping 
out at a younger age, meaning drop-
outs are even less educated now than in 
previous years. 

Yet, while dropout rates continue to 
rise, the Federal Government’s re-
sponse has unfortunately diminished. 
According to a recent GAO report, the 
Department of Education has done 
very little to help States increase grad-
uation rates, and in fact, has failed to 
disseminate information about effec-
tive dropout prevention strategies. 

GAO found that the Department of 
Education had failed to rigorously 

evaluate the effectiveness of various 
State and local interventions designed 
to increase high school graduation 
rates. As a result, schools and districts 
may not be using the most effective ap-
proaches to help their students stay in 
school and graduate. 

In addition, Congress has signifi-
cantly cut funding for the school drop-
out prevention program in recent 
years. The underlying bill, however, 
completely eliminates funding for 
dropout prevention, ostensibly because 
local school districts can use part of 
their Title I funds for dropout preven-
tion. 

It is clear, however, that an allow-
able use of Title I funds is insufficient 
to stem the tide, as dropout rates con-
tinue to rise. The ETS report concludes 
that our failure to provide adequate re-
sources for school dropout prevention 
is ‘‘social dynamite.’’ 

The response of the Federal Govern-
ment to this crisis is wholly inad-
equate, and in fact, is moving in the 
wrong direction. Dropout rates con-
tinue to climb, and the economic con-
sequences are devastating for our 
younger and less educated population 
of dropouts. The reality is that in 2002, 
a high school dropout earned less than 
$23,000 per year, not enough for a fam-
ily to be self-sufficient and pay for the 
basic necessities of life, such as food, 
housing, and health care. 

Moreover, I believe this dropout cri-
sis places our economic security in 
peril. How will this country continue 
to compete in a global economy when 
only two-thirds of our high school stu-
dents graduate high school. An edu-
cated workforce is the foundation for 
our future economic strength. 

I am offering this amendment to the 
FY 06 Labor-HHS-Education Appro-
priations bill to add $4.9 million to 
maintain funding for dropout preven-
tion, representing the current funding 
level. This amount is offset by amounts 
made available to the Department of 
Education for administrative expenses 
and salaries. 

I believe this offset is reasonable, 
given that in the past few years alone, 
the Department of Education has spent 
millions of dollars on public relations 
contracts and grants to promote cer-
tain Department policies and prior-
ities, some of which violated Federal 
law. I believe, however, reducing the 
dropout rate is a higher priority than 
promoting the Department’s own agen-
da. I urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

Again, I ask to have that amendment 
laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2262 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I call 

up amendment No. 2262. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA-

MAN] proposes an amendment numbered 2262. 
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Mr. BINGAMAN. I ask unanimous 

consent the reading of the amendment 
be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To increase funding for education 

programs serving Hispanic students) 
At the end of title III (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. INCREASED FUNDING FOR EDUCATION 

PROGRAMS SERVING HISPANIC STU-
DENTS. 

(a) MIGRANT EDUCATION.—In addition to 
amounts otherwise appropriated under this 
Act, there are appropriated, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, an additional $9,600,000 for the edu-
cation of migratory children under part C of 
title I of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6391 et seq.). 

(b) ENGLISH LANGUAGE ACQUISITION.—In ad-
dition to amounts otherwise appropriated 
under this Act, there are appropriated, out of 
any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, an additional $10,300,000 for 
English language acquisition programs under 
part A of title III of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6811 
et seq.). 

(c) HEP/CAMP.—In addition to amounts 
otherwise appropriated under this Act, there 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, an ad-
ditional $5,700,000 for the High School 
Equivalency Program and the College Assist-
ance Migrant Program under section 418A of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1070d-2). 

(d) SCHOOL DROPOUT PREVENTION.—In addi-
tion to amounts otherwise appropriated 
under this Act, there are appropriated, out of 
any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, an additional $5,000,000 for school 
dropout prevention programs under part H of 
title I of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6551 et seq.). 

(e) ESL/CIVICS PROGRAMS.—In addition to 
amounts otherwise appropriated under this 
Act, there are appropriated, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, an additional $6,500,000 for English 
as a second language programs and civics 
education programs under the Adult Edu-
cation Act (20 U.S.C. 9201 et seq.). 

(f) PARENT ASSISTANCE AND LOCAL FAMILY 
INFORMATION CENTERS.—In addition to 
amounts otherwise appropriated under this 
Act, there are appropriated, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, an additional $13,000,000 for the Par-
ent Assistance and Local Family Informa-
tion Centers under subpart 16 of part D of 
title V of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7273 et seq.). 

(g) HISPANIC-SERVING INSTITUTIONS.—In ad-
dition to amounts otherwise appropriated 
under this Act, there are appropriated, out of 
any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, $9,900,000 for Hispanic-serving in-
stitutions under title V of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.). 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator 
SALAZAR be added as a cosponsor of 
this amendment, No. 2262. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let 
me speak for just a very few minutes 
on this amendment. Then I see there 
are other Senators seeking recognition. 
I will not delay them long. 

This is a very important amendment 
on which I will request we actually 

have a rollcall vote tomorrow. It is an 
amendment to invest an additional $60 
million in eight different programs, in 
a combination of eight different pro-
grams. They are very important to the 
Hispanic community in this country. 
The eight programs are migrant edu-
cation, English language acquisition 
programs, the High School Equivalency 
Program, the College Assistance Mi-
grant Program, Dropout Prevention, 
English as a Second Language Pro-
grams, local family information cen-
ters, and the Hispanic-Serving Institu-
tions Program. 

The amendment is strongly sup-
ported by the Hispanic Education Coa-
lition, which is an ad hoc coalition of 
national organizations dedicated to im-
proving educational opportunities for 
more than 40 million Hispanics living 
in the United States, including groups 
such as the National Council of La 
Raza, HACU, and MALDEF. The Na-
tional PTA is also a very strong sup-
porter of the amendment. 

The Title I Migrant Education Pro-
gram was established to provide a com-
pensatory education program designed 
to deal with the difficulties encoun-
tered by children of migrant workers 
as a consequence of their mobility. 
Some of these children attend three or 
four schools in a single school year. 

They have a great need for coordina-
tion of educational services among the 
States and local districts where they 
live, often for short periods of time. 
The MEP builds the support structures 
for migrant students so that they can 
achieve high levels of success both in 
and outside of school. 

The U.S. Department of Education 
reports that more than 750,000 students 
were identified as eligible for the pro-
gram in fiscal year 2001. Additional 
funds are necessary to ensure that 
these children are able to meet the 
challenges mandated by the No Child 
Left Behind Act. This amendment will 
provide an additional $9.6 million in 
needed funding. 

This amendment would also increase 
funding to States and local school dis-
tricts in order to ensure that as many 
of the 5.5 million children with limited 
English skills as possible learn English, 
develop high levels of academic attain-
ment, and meet the same challenging 
State academic standards as all chil-
dren. 

Title III is a formula grant program 
that distributes funding to all 50 States 
based on the number of limited English 
proficient, LEP, and recent immigrant 
students. The funds are used for devel-
oping effective language acquisition 
programs; training for bilingual/ESL 
teachers and regular teachers and edu-
cational personnel; parent involve-
ment; and providing services for re-
cently arrived immigrant students. 
This amendment requests an additional 
$10.3 million for Language Acquisition 
Grants, which restores the program’s 
funding to its fiscal year 2003 level. 

This amendment would provide mod-
est increases for the High School 

Equivalency Program, HEP, and the 
College Assistance Migrant Program, 
CAMP. The HEP helps migrant stu-
dents who have dropped out of high 
school earn a GED. The CAMP assists 
migrant students in their first year of 
college with both counseling and sti-
pends. These programs provide farm-
worker migrant students with edu-
cation opportunities and support that 
will help them to become productive 
members of society. 

Migrant students are among the 
most disadvantaged youth in this Na-
tion. Current estimates place the drop-
out rate for migrant youth at between 
50 and 60 percent. Before CAMP, there 
was no record of a child of migrant 
farm workers ever having attended col-
lege. Both programs have been very 
successful in helping migrant students 
become productive members of society. 

According to the Department of Edu-
cation, in 2003–2004, almost 10,000 stu-
dents were served by HEP CAMP, and 
63 percent of the HEP participants re-
ceived a GED, and 84 percent of CAMP 
students completed their first year of 
college in good standing. This amend-
ment provides an additional $5.7 mil-
lion for these programs. 

The Dropout Prevention program 
helps States and school districts to im-
plement research-based, sustainable, 
and coordinated school dropout preven-
tion and re-entry programs in order to 
raise student achievement. At a time 
when schools are focused on narrowing 
achievement gaps between differing 
subgroups of students, it seems that 
Congress would want to retain Dropout 
Prevention, a program specifically 
aimed at providing schools with the 
tools to help students achieve a high 
school degree. 

Support for Dropout Prevention is 
even more significant when considering 
that the primary source of Federal 
funding for public schools, authorized 
through the No Child Left Behind Act, 
NCLB, focuses mainly on elementary 
schools. More than 90 percent of Tit1e 
I funds—the principal NCLB program— 
are directed to elementary schools. 
Such an emphasis on elementary edu-
cation is necessary and appropriate, 
but equally important is continuing an 
investment of resources throughout 
the education continuum in order to 
meet the needs of middle level and high 
school students. 

The Dropout Prevention program is 
the only Federal program actively 
working to reduce the Nation’s dropout 
rates, and, as recent headlines tell us, 
it is a problem that is far more severe 
than previous data indicated. 

A report by the Urban Institute finds 
that only 68 percent of all students in 
the public high school class of 2001 
graduated. Furthermore, it states that 
only 50 percent of all black students 
and 53 percent of Hispanic students 
graduate. Nearly half of all black and 
Hispanic students do not graduate from 
high school. This is a problem that has 
reached enormous proportions. The 
Dropout Prevention program was 
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eliminated in this legislation. This 
amendment restores $5 million to this 
program. 

The Local Family Information Cen-
ters program was authorized under the 
No Child Left Behind Act to provide 
parents of Title I students, including 
English language learners, with infor-
mation about their children’s schools 
so that they can help their children to 
meet the high standards we have set 
under NCLB. 

The Local Family Information Cen-
ters also help parents to hold their 
local and State school officials ac-
countable and become more involved in 
their children’s education. This amend-
ment would increase funding for these 
centers by $13 million. 

The need for increased funding for 
English as a Second Language, ESL, is 
evident by the growing demand for 
services and the lack of resources to 
meet that need. 

Enrollment in Adult ESL has in-
creased 105 percent over the past 10 
years, yet there is a lack of programs 
and funding to ensure that all who de-
sire to learn English have access to ap-
propriate services. 

Currently, community-based organi-
zations must piece programs together 
with volunteer labor and facilities. The 
need for more targeted services is over-
whelming. Demand for English-lan-
guage instruction far outweighs sup-
ply, waiting lists for classes typically 
range from several months to years, 
and many States do not have the ca-
pacity to meet the demand. 

The current $70 million in funding is 
insufficient to meet the enormous de-
mand for ESL services. As the labor 
market continues to require English- 
proficient labor, investing in ESL pro-
grams will strengthen the labor pool 
and return a more versatile productive 
workforce. This amendment provides 
an additional $6.5 million for ESL pro-
grams. 

Currently, 35 percent of Hispanics are 
under the age of 18. The Educational 
Testing Service has projected the U.S. 
higher education system will grow by 
3.5 million additional students by 2015 
and that nearly 40 percent of these new 
students will be Hispanic. HSIs serve 
the largest concentrations of the Na-
tion’ s youngest and largest ethnic pop-
ulation. 

The impending emergence of more 
than 100 new HSIs, mostly in Cali-
fornia, Texas, Florida, New Mexico and 
Illinois, in the next few years and the 
rapid growth of the Hispanic college- 
age population underscore the urgency 
for immediate, major, and sustained 
increases in Title V funding. 

At a time when the current labor 
force is reaching retirement age in sub-
stantial numbers, Hispanics already 
represent one of every three new work-
ers joining the U.S. labor force, accord-
ing to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics. By 2025, the Bureau projects that 
one of two new workers joining the 
U.S. labor force will be Hispanic. This 
amendment would provide an addi-

tional $9.9 million in assistance to 
these great institutions. 

We must do everything possible to 
provide every child with the best edu-
cation we can. This amendment would 
provide small, but much-needed in-
creases to programs that can make a 
difference in the lives of millions of 
children. I urge my fellow Senators to 
support these greatly needed programs 
by providing them with the proper re-
sources. I will seek some additional 
time tomorrow before we actually have 
a vote on this amendment in order to 
further explain to my colleagues the 
reasons this amendment needs to be 
adopted. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida. 
Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for 5 minutes regard-
ing the hurricane in Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
is recognized. 

HURRICANE WILMA DAMAGE 
Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. President, I rise 

today to address an issue that unfortu-
nately has become all too familiar to 
us, particularly us Floridians, which is 
the devastating ravages of yet another 
storm that has hit our coastal zone and 
particularly the State of Florida. 

I have just returned from the State 
of Florida, from south Florida, having 
traveled there today, with Senator 
NELSON. I also traveled around with 
Members of the Congress, with ILEANA 
ROS-LEHTINEN, Congressman LINCOLN 
DIAZ-BALART, Congressman MARIO 
DIAZ-BALART, and Congressman CLAY 
SHAW. 

We went first to Miami, Dade Coun-
ty, where we visited the emergency op-
erations center. There we were able to 
get a briefing and an update from peo-
ple on the ground about the situation 
there. Unfortunately, there, and then 
again in Broward County and Fort 
Lauderdale where we further visited, 
the situation seems to be somewhat 
the same. 

There is widespread damage to peo-
ple’s homes and places of business, but 
the most important and most pervasive 
problem seems to be the very severe 
loss of electrical power. 

In addition to the electrical power, 
there is a combination in some of the 
places which also has to do with prob-
lems of potable water. 

As I stand here, there are still 2.8 
million people in Florida without elec-
tricity. Nearly 6 million people were 
without power Tuesday morning. We 
are making some progress, thanks in 
part to the contributions of other 
States that have responded to this 
emergency. More than 5,000 people 
from neighboring States are actively 
working to restore power in the lower 
peninsula. 

Damage in Florida not only began in 
the area of Naples and Marco Island on 
the west coast, but then it traveled 
across the rural area of our State, 

across the Everglades and slammed in 
an angling way, covering the Florida 
Keys before it ever reached the main-
land, and then Miami, Dade County, 
Broward County, Palm Beach County, 
exiting out in the area of Palm Beach. 

Regarding those 2.8 million people 
without power, I am hopeful that fig-
ure will be dropping substantially in 
the next several days. That will be 
good news if it happens. In the mean-
time, there is an area of great concern. 

We are being told by the power com-
panies it will be at least a week, maybe 
10 days, maybe 2 weeks before a sub-
stantial number of these customers 
will be restored to power. In fact, the 
date of November 22 is now being given 
as to when all customers will be back 
on line. That is almost a month from 
now. No power, for many Floridians, 
means there is no way to prepare 
meals, no hot water in which to bathe 
or wash clothes or dishes, no traffic 
lights, no way to pump gas, no access 
to cash machines so people might ac-
cess resources necessary to restock and 
obtain water and food supplies. 

Banks are closed. The schools in 
many ways would be ready to reopen in 
a matter of a couple of days, but they 
cannot open until there is power. Hos-
pitals are working on generators; how-
ever, there is concern that these gen-
erators will begin to start running low 
on fuel and there is also the ‘‘boil 
water’’ order given to the people of 
south Florida, in counties that are, 
frankly, having problems with water 
pressure issues. 

There are substantial relief efforts in 
progress. There have been a few 
glitches along the way. Yesterday, 
there were long lines of exasperated 
people, which is understandable in the 
first 48 hours following a category 3 
hurricane that hit with well over 100- 
mile-an-hour winds in some of the most 
populated areas of the State of Florida. 

I commend our Governor, Jeb Bush, 
for his preparation before the storm 
ever reached our shores and for the 
good cooperation that local govern-
ment has been given throughout the 
State. Even though we have all heard 
reports of long lines at these distribu-
tion points and that we have run out of 
supplies too soon, the system is work-
ing and will be working even better in 
the coming hours. Improvements have 
been made over the last 24 hours, and 
we believe more improvements will be 
made in a very short period of time. 

I also commend our Florida National 
Guard. The Florida National Guard, 
time and again, has answered the call 
as we have faced storm after storm in 
the State of Florida. Right now we 
have over 4,000 members of the Guard 
who have been activated, helping to 
distribute food and material and assist-
ing local law enforcement and patrol-
ling areas, assisting local law enforce-
ment. More troops are being called up, 
I understand. 

There are curfews in effect through-
out south Florida, and it is a big task 
to enforce these curfews. Floridians are 
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following the instructions and local 
government officials were pleased to 
report to us how well Floridians were 
responding to the call for curfew. We 
hope this will continue because the 
curfews will need to be in effect for on-
going days, and we hope the same level 
of cooperation will be seen. 

FEMA is on the ground in Florida. In 
addition to helping to provide for im-
mediate needs, the administrators have 
approved individual assistance for 10 
Florida counties covering an estimated 
6.5 million people in the State of Flor-
ida. That was welcome news to the peo-
ple in Miami, Dade and Broward Coun-
ties, that I visited today. 

As far as the overall picture, the ex-
tent of the damage, and the economic 
impact, it is hard to get an accurate 
dollar figure just yet because the esti-
mates are still coming in. Just to give 
my colleagues an idea, the preliminary 
figures, according to the Florida Insur-
ance Council, puts the cost of Hurri-
cane Wilma to somewhere close to $10 
billion. 

If that figure holds, it makes Wilma 
the most damaging storm to hit the 
State this year and perhaps Florida’s 
most damaging hurricane in over a dec-
ade. 

I also want to underscore that Flor-
ida is a State that went into this par-
ticular storm with a lot on its shoul-
ders already. Before Wilma, over 10 
percent of Florida’s homes were dam-
aged from four previous hurricanes last 
year. Even today, we still had over 
20,000 Floridians living in some sort of 
transitional housing. Most of that is a 
backlog of structural repair. Now that 
number is going to dramatically esca-
late. 

Before Wilma was even a squall, Flor-
ida’s agricultural damages from the 
last year stood at $665 million. Whole 
sectors of our agricultural industry are 
devastated. Frankly, it will take years 
to replant and reestablish some of the 
crops. It is highly likely that this hur-
ricane is going to make yet another ag-
ricultural season a total loss for Flo-
ridians. 

I also want to mention S. 939, the 
Disaster Recovery Act. This bill, which 
has been introduced by myself and sev-
eral others, is pending before this body. 
It seeks to expedite Federal assistance 
and assist communities in debris re-
moval. This is straightforward legisla-
tion. Without it, people in commu-
nities can be kept waiting for months 
for any assistance. In the case of debris 
removal, it is an issue of public safety 
that has gone unaddressed for far too 
long. With the help of my good friends 
from Maine and Mississippi, this bill is 
now moving forward, and I will ask my 
colleagues to lend their support. This 
is critical legislation, and it will make 
a difference to millions of Floridians 
and others affected by the recent 
storms. This bill is currently hotlined, 
and I am hopeful that first thing to-
morrow morning we will be able to 
move this bill along. 

Beyond that, I know there is still an 
appropriate time and place for a larger 

Federal role in this disaster. I ask my 
colleagues to keep in mind that Flor-
ida has been hit by eight hurricanes 
and two tropical storms in the last 14 
months. Going into this storm, we have 
had a lot of damage from Wilma, and it 
has only been compounded by existing 
problems and new ones have been cre-
ated. 

So let me conclude on a brighter note 
and express appreciation for those of 
my colleagues who have indicated their 
concern for Florida. It is times like 
these that makes me proud to be a Flo-
ridian. We are resilient people. What 
we saw today was folks pulling to-
gether. We will repair the damage and 
we will move on. The communities of 
Florida are pulling together, helping 
one another and reaching out to one 
another in a spirit of cooperation and 
neighborliness, which I think is com-
mendable. 

I think we need to continue to pull 
together because these are difficult 
days. We are not going to get over this 
in a matter of 24 hours or 48 hours. It 
is going to take some time. 

In the first 48 hours after a category 
3 hurricane, it is understandable that 
people’s nerves are fraying and impa-
tience is setting in. 

However, we are ready for this, and I 
know we will pull together and get 
through it in the best way possible. 

I believe it is most important to 
point out that in spite of all of this, 
the Orlando International Airport has 
reopened for business. The cruise ships 
are coming in and out of Miami Har-
bor. The fact is that the attractions— 
all in central Florida—were completely 
unaffected by any of this and are open 
for business. Florida, in fact, is open 
for business. The convention facilities 
are working. Florida will be back to 
normal in short order. I do hope that 
people recognize Florida is still a won-
derful place to visit. 

I thank my colleagues for all of the 
expressions of support, and I look for-
ward to working with them as we try 
to seek an appropriate Federal re-
sponse to Florida’s problem. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendments be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2322 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 2322. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

(Purpose: To prohibit payments for adminis-
trative expenses under the Medicaid pro-
gram if more than 15 percent of applica-
tions for medical assistance, eligibility re-
determinations, and change reports are 
processed by individuals who are not State 
employees meeting certain personnel 
standards) 
At the appropriate place in title II, insert 

the following: 
SEC. ll. (a) IN GENERAL.—None of the 

funds made available in this Act may used 
for Federal matching payments under sec-
tion 1903(a)(7) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1396b(a)(7)) for reimbursement of 
amounts expended for the proper and effi-
cient administration of a State Medicaid 
plan under title XIX of such Act to a State 
agency if more than— 

(1) 15 percent of the applications for med-
ical assistance under the State Medicaid 
plan in any fiscal year quarter are received 
or initially processed; 

(2) 15 percent of eligibility redetermina-
tions for such medical assistance are ini-
tially processed; or 

(3) 15 percent of change reports are re-
ceived and initially processed, 
by individuals who are not State employees 
meeting the personnel standards required 
under section 1902(a)(4)(A) of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(4)(A)). 

(b) EXCLUSION OF APPLICATIONS RECEIVED 
AND PROCESSED ON AN OUTSTATION BASIS.— 
The percentages described in subsection (a) 
shall be determined without regard to appli-
cations received and processed by the Health 
Resources Services Administration. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment now be laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2277 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I call up 

amendment No. 2277. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the pending amendments are 
set aside and the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Texas [Mr. CORNYN] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 2277. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To increase the amount of appro-

priated funds available for Community- 
Based Job Training Grants) 
On page 112, strike lines 17 and 18 and in-

sert the following: 
Workforce Investment Act of 1998; 
$2,867,806,000 plus reimbursements, of which 
$1,871,518,000 is available for obli- 

On page 113, strike lines 8 through 13 and 
insert the following: 
$1,148,264,000 shall be for activities described 
in section 132(a)(2)(B) of such Act: Provided 
further, That $125,000,000 shall be available 
for Community-Based Job Training Grants, 
and not more than an additional $125,000,000 
may be used by the Secretary of Labor for 
such grants from funds reserved under sec-
tion 132(a)(2)(A) of the Workforce Investment 
Act of 1998, to carry out such grants under 
sec- 

On page 132, line 9, strike ‘‘$320,250,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$240,250,000, of which $13,248,000 is for 
such management or operation of activities 
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conducted by or through the Bureau of Inter-
national Labor Affairs, and’’ 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, this 
amendment supports the administra-
tion’s request for second-year funding 
for the Community-Based Job Training 
Grant Initiative. 

Although that is a mouthful, this 
goes to one of the most basic needs of 
our country, and particularly our 
growing economy. 

For those who are concerned about 
offshoring and outsourcing of jobs to 
other countries, for those who are con-
cerned about American citizens who 
have not yet attained a living wage in 
their jobs, this is the answer to all of 
those challenges, and more. 

The primary purpose of the grants 
that are included in this program is to 
strengthen the role of community and 
technical colleges and train workers 
for the skills required to succeed in 
high-growth, high-demand industries. 

The amendment covers publicly fund-
ed institutions of higher education 
that grant associate degrees. Commu-
nity-based job training grants are 
awarded to community and technical 
colleges that demonstrate they are en-
gaged in a strategic partnership with 
business and industry. In other words, 
this is not just the teaching of aca-
demic subjects but, rather, working 
with industry to determine what sort 
of job skills they need for the good jobs 
they can provide, if they can find a suf-
ficient number of trained employees to 
do them. 

Applicants for these grants are re-
quired to identify workforce challenges 
and their ability to implement work-
force solutions for locally identified 
high-growth, high-demand occupations. 

This amendment will help increase 
the capacity of community colleges to 
provide innovative job training strate-
gies in local demand industries. They 
will be able to develop training criteria 
with local industry, hire qualified fac-
ulty, arrange on-the-job experiences 
with industry, and use up-to-date 
equipment. 

Community colleges are one of the 
best kept educational secrets in this 
country. They are adaptable, flexible, 
affordable, and accessible by all seg-
ments of the community. 

This amendment will help commu-
nity colleges train 100,000 new and ex-
perienced workers in demand indus-
tries and then increase the retention 
and earnings of trained workers. 

The Labor Department is committed 
to making all curricula and training 
techniques developed through the 
grants available to community colleges 
nationwide so these grants help more 
than just the direct recipient of the 
grant. 

This amendment will help millions 
more workers access education and 
training for exciting career opportuni-
ties and a brighter future. The first 
grant competition for $125 million was 
appropriated in fiscal year 2005 and was 
issued in May. Nearly 400 community 
colleges submitted proposals and 70 

community colleges in 40 States were 
awarded grants on October 19. 

I am particularly proud that 7 of the 
community colleges in Texas were 
awarded grants through the first $125 
million competition. 

I have long been an advocate of these 
kind of workforce partnerships and ini-
tiatives formed with community col-
leges and local business communities 
because I have actually seen them suc-
ceed. 

While in the Senate, I have had the 
opportunity to visit a number of these 
initiatives across the State of Texas, in 
Austin, in Houston, Pasadena, Laredo, 
Beaumont, Sherman, El Paso, Lub-
bock, and Victoria. 

I remember in particular a young 
Hispanic woman, a single mom who 
had been a prison guard in Amarillo, 
TX who, as a result of a program that 
she trained in in an Amarillo commu-
nity college, was able to increase her 
earnings and brighten her future, as 
well as get out of her somewhat dan-
gerous job as a prison guard to begin 
working on the production line for the 
V–22 tilt rotor being made at Bell Heli-
copter in Amarillo, TX. 

This is only one example of how we 
can provide the resources to individ-
uals so they can improve their future, 
improve their skills, and satisfy the 
needs of employers who search, often in 
vain, for qualified workers to take 
these good and very well paying jobs. 

I know, in consultation with the dis-
tinguished floor manager of this bill, 
that this contains an offset that causes 
some concerns. What I would like to do 
is continue our discussions with Sen-
ator SPECTER, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania, the distinguished manager of 
this bill, as we proceed through this 
process to try to find some way to 
maximize the funds available to this 
particular program in the conference 
and hopefully restore some of the 
money that would otherwise be cut. I 
realize the subcommittee is working 
within allocation caps and we don’t 
want to cause any unnecessary con-
cern. But this is an initiative that I 
feel so strongly about, and I think the 
more our colleagues learn about this, 
the more our colleagues will be sup-
portive of this restoration of these 
funds for this important initiative. 

With that, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I look 
forward to working with the distin-
guished Senator from Pennsylvania 
and the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa as we try to work in the con-
ference to try to accommodate and in-
deed try to maximize the funds for this 
important initiative. 

I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2278 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, there 
is now a series of five amendments 
which have been accepted on both 
sides. I now ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate turn to a series of five 

amendments which have been accepted 
on both sides. 

I start with an amendment on behalf 
of Senator FRIST, No. 2278, and I ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC-

TER], for Mr. FRIST, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2278. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To increase funding for suicide 

prevention activities) 
On page 116, line 9, strike ‘‘$132,825,000, to-

gether with’’ and insert ‘‘$119,825,000: Pro-
vided, That amounts provided for in this Act 
for suicide prevention activities under the 
Garrett Lee Smith Memorial Act (Public law 
108-355) shall be increased by $13,000,000: Pro-
vided further,’’ That’’. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, this 
amendment provides an additional $13 
million for suicide prevention activi-
ties. 

I urge adoption of the amendment. 
This is an offset, so we stay within our 
limits. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2278) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2315 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I now 

call up the Durbin amendment on point 
of entry, and yield to the Senator from 
Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendments are 
set aside. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2315. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To designate a port of entry) 

On page 22, after line 8, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. 517. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, not later than 60 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, MidAmerica 
St. Louis Airport in Mascoutah, Illinois, 
shall be designated as a port of entry. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this is a 
technical amendment which designates 
Mid-American St. Louis Airport in 
Mascoutah, IL as a point of entry. It 
has been cleared on both sides, and 
with Senator GREGG. 

I urge adoption of the amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2315) was agreed 
to. 
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Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote. 
Mr. HARKIN. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2228 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I now 
call up a second Durbin amendment on 
scientific integrity and yield to the 
Senator from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that this amendment is 
pending. If that is the case, I urge 
adoption of amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2228) was agreed 
to, as follows: 
(Purpose: To ensure the scientific integrity 

of Federally-funded scientific advisory 
committees and their findings) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. (a) None of the funds made avail-

able in this Act may be used to request that 
a candidate for appointment to a Federal sci-
entific advisory committee disclose the po-
litical affiliation or voting history of the 
candidate or the position that the candidate 
holds with respect to political issues not di-
rectly related to and necessary for the work 
of the committee involved. 

(b) None of the funds made available in 
this Act may be used to disseminate sci-
entific information that is deliberately false 
or misleading. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. SPECTER. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2246 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I now 

call up an amendment by the Senator 
from Massachusetts, Senator KENNEDY, 
on women’s employment data. I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendments be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], 

for Mr. KENNEDY, for himself, Mr. HAR-
KIN, and Mr. LAUTENBERG, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2246. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To ensure that the Current Em-

ployment Survey maintains the content of 
the survey issued prior to August 2005 with 
respect to the collection of data for the 
women worker series) 
On page 131, line 18, insert before the pe-

riod the following: ‘‘: Provided, That the Cur-
rent Employment Survey shall maintain the 
content of the survey issued prior to August 
2005 with respect to the collection of data for 
the women worker series’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2246, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent on behalf of Sen-
ator KENNEDY to send a modification to 
the amendment to the desk. It changes 
the date, it looks like, from August to 
June. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The amendment (No. 2246), as modi-
fied, is as follows: 

On page 131, line 18, insert before the pe-
riod the following: ‘‘: Provided, That the Cur-
rent Employment Survey shall maintain the 
content of the survey issued prior to June 
2005 with respect to the collection of data for 
the women worker series’’. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in 
June 2005, the Department of Labor’s 
Bureau of Labor Statistics eliminated 
the most reliable source of employ-
ment data on women workers by re-
moving the Women Worker Series from 
its Current Employment Statistics sur-
vey. This move—opposed by a bipar-
tisan coalition of Senators—blocks col-
lection of key data about the status 
and progress of women in the work-
place. I offer an amendment today to 
reverse that decision. 

Comprehensive and accurate infor-
mation on gender employment is vital 
to ending long-standing economic dis-
crimination against women in our soci-
ety. The facts are painfully clear. 
Women today earn 76 cents for every 
dollar earned by men. They work dis-
proportionately in lower-paying occu-
pations, and have far lower lifetime 
earnings than men. Congress, research-
ers, and policymakers across the coun-
try need the data collected by the 
Women Worker Series to understand 
the true dimensions of gender inequal-
ity in the workforce, and guide us in 
our effort to eliminate it. 

The Women Worker Series has the 
best available data on women in the 
workforce. It’s been part of a broad- 
based survey of nearly 400,000 business 
establishments that examines the most 
accurate data available—employers’ 
own records. The data are the most re-
liable way to assess monthly changes 
in employment, and they contain valu-
able insights on women’s employment 
and unemployment in the business 
cycle. 

The information collected in the sur-
vey is indispensable to policymakers 
and researchers. During the comment 
period conducted by the Department of 
Labor, the comments received were 
more than 9-to-1 against discontinuing 
the series. Every business group that 
commented on the proposed elimi-
nation of the data, including the Wom-
en’s Chamber of Commerce and Busi-
ness and Professional Women, sup-
ported continuing the collection of the 
data. Janet Norwood, Commissioner of 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics in both 
the Carter and Reagan administra-
tions, criticized the recent decision to 
discontinue this collection. 

Many of the comments cited studies 
that used the data to uncover impor-

tant conclusions about the position of 
women in the workforce. A study by 
the Federal Reserve Bank of New York, 
for example, used the data to find that 
men and women have historically been 
affected differently by recessions, with 
jobs often shifting from women to men 
during these periods. This study would 
have been impossible without the 
Women Worker Series. 

The department claims that it has 
eliminated the series in order to reduce 
the burden on employers responding in 
the survey. But continuing to collect 
this information would not be unduly 
burdensome. The gender series is only 
one question in a larger survey that 
the department continues to conduct. 
According to BLS estimates, the entire 
survey takes only seven minutes to fill 
out, so the burden imposed by a single 
question is virtually nonexistent. In-
deed, most employers are required to 
track the gender of their employees for 
other purposes, so the requested infor-
mation is almost always readily avail-
able. 

The decision to eliminate the Women 
Worker Series is an insult to working 
women across the country, and can 
only strengthen the discrimination 
they face in the workplace. At a time 
when women’s employment may be 
changing in fundamental ways, we 
should be expanding—not reducing— 
our ability to understand the evolving 
role of women in the Nation’s labor 
force. I urge my colleagues to accept 
this amendment and avoid taking an 
unfair step backward on this very im-
portant issue for working women 
across America. 

I ask, unanimous consent that letters 
in support of the amendment be print-
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
Record, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE 
Washington, DC, February 9, 2005. 

KATHLEEN P. UTGOFF, 
Commissioner, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR COMMISSIONER UTGOFF: We are writ-

ing to express our concern about the Bu-
reau’s plans to discontinue the gender series 
in the Current Employment Statistics (CES) 
program, We strongly urge you to continue 
to collect these data. 

Comprehensive and accurate gender em-
ployment information is vital to end the 
longstanding economic discrimination 
against women in our society. Women today 
earn 76 cents for every dollar earned by men. 
They work disproportionately in lower-pay-
ing occupations, and have far lower lifetime 
earnings than men. Congress, researchers, 
and policymakers across the country need 
the CBS data to understand gender inequal-
ity in the workforce, and guide us in our ef-
forts to eliminate it. 

The recent recession marked the start of 
the only period of sustained job loss for 
women in the last forty years. At a time 
when women’s employment may be changing 
in fundamental ways, we should be expand-
ing—not limiting—our ability to understand 
the evolving role of women in the nation’s 
labor-force. 

The CES data are the best available data 
on employment trends, and are indispensable 
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to po1icymakers and researchers on the 
issue, The Current Population Survey is not 
an adequate substitute, Economists widely 
agree that the Bureau’s Payroll Survey pro-
vides a far more accurate view of general 
employment trends than the Population Sur-
vey. As you yourself testified to the Congres-
sional Joint Economic Committee in 2003, 
‘‘the payroll survey provides more reliable 
information on the current trend in wage 
and salary employment’’ than the household 
survey, because the payroll survey has a 
larger sample and is linked to the total em-
ployment count based on records of the un-
employment insurance tax. 

You have indicated that eliminating the 
gender series is necessary so that the Bureau 
can reduce the burden of the survey on em-
ployers. But that benefit is miniscule com-
pared to the significant loss caused by the 
elimination of the data series. The gender se-
ries is only a small portion of a survey that, 
by your own estimate, takes only seven min-
utes to fill out. Companies with 100 or more 
employees already have to submit EEO–1 
forms detailing the gender breakdown of 
their workforce. In smaller companies, it is 
little burden to see the number of male and 
female employees. 

In light of the special importance of the 
gender series, we urge you to continue to 
collect and provide these needed data. 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
RICHARD J. DURBIN, 
TOM HARKIN, 
CHRISTOPHER J. DODD, 
JEFF BINGAMAN, 
HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON, 
MARY LANDRIEU, 
JOHN F. KERRY, 
MARIA CANTWELL, 
EVAN BAYH, 
OLYMPIA J. SNOWE, 
SUSAN COLLINS, 
LISA MURKOWSKI, 
BARBARA A. MIKULSKI, 
PATTY MURRAY, 
DEBBIE STABENOW, 
HERB KOHL, 
DIANNE FEINSTEIN, 
PAUL S. SARBANES, 
PATRICK J. LEAHY, 
BILL NELSON, 
RON WYDEN, 
JOSEPH I. LIEBERMAN, 
JON S. CORZINE, 
BARACK OBAMA, 
TIM JOHNSON, 
DANIEL K. AKAKA, 
FRANK LAUTENBERG, 
MARK DAYTON, 
KEN SALAZAR. 

OCTOBER 18, 2005. 
Hon. FRANK LAUTENBERG 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC 

DEAR SENATOR LAUTENBERG: We are writ-
ing to inform you that the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics (BLS) announced on August 5, 2005 
that it would no longer collect the data on 
women workers in the Current Employment 
Statistics Survey (CES). These critical data 
are not collected by any other survey and 
without it researchers cannot obtain a com-
plete and accurate picture of women’s em-
ployment. We the 137 undersigned organiza-
tions ask that Congress require BLS to con-
tinue collecting these data in the Appropria-
tions bill for the Departments of Labor, 
Health and Human Services and Education 
for FY2006 that is currently being finalized. 

The CES survey is a monthly nationwide 
survey of payroll records that covers more 
than 300,000 businesses and provides impor-
tant industry data. The ‘‘Women Worker Se-
ries’’ consists of one question in the CES sur-

vey: ‘‘Enter the number of employees from 
Column 1 who are women.’’ This one ques-
tion, however, provides the only accurate 
picture of whether (and in which industries) 
women are gaining or losing jobs in response 
to economic restructuring, changes in the 
business cycle, variation in labor supply and 
other factors. Because men and women gen-
erally work in different parts of the labor 
market, data that specifically track how 
women workers are faring compared to men 
is essential. Combined data may mask im-
portant differences in the experience of 
women and men workers. 

The reasons that BLS has given for termi-
nating the collection of these data do not 
hold up under scrutiny: 

There Is No Substitute for the CES Survey: 
BLS has claimed that ending the Women 
Workers Series does no harm, because the 
Current Population Survey (‘‘CPS’’) collects 
extensive data on women’s employment sta-
tus and is thereby an adequate substitute. 
This is simply not true. The CPS data are 
collected from households and individuals, 
whereas the CES is collected from busi-
nesses, and thus, according to a former BLS 
Commissioner, ‘‘provides more reliable infor-
mation on the current trend of wage and sal-
ary employment.’’ 

There is a High Response Rate for the CES 
Survey and It Is Not Burdensome for Busi-
nesses: BLS claimed that discontinuing the 
data collection from the single question 
about women workers would reduce the bur-
den on employers. As evidence of this prob-
lem, they misleadingly stated that there was 
a low response rate to this inquiry. In fact, 
the response rate to this query is 86%—the 
second highest of any question on the CES 
Survey. Further, the only organizations rep-
resenting businesses that submitted com-
ments to BLS about the discontinuation of 
this data collection all supported continuing 
the data collection. Not only are businesses 
able to respond to these queries easily, but 
the record shows that they want the data 
collection to continue. 

Researchers Use This Important Data: In 
announcing the discontinuation of this data 
collection, BLS stated that it was not widely 
used. This is not accurate either. Just this 
past month, the Center for Economic and 
Policy Research issued a report, ‘‘Gender 
Bias in the Current Economic Recovery? De-
clining Employment Rates for Women in the 
21st Century,’’ based on the Women Worker 
Series in the CES. Further, many of the 
thousands of comments submitted to BLS in 
support of this data collection came from re-
searchers at such organizations as the New 
York Federal Reserve Bank and the Consor-
tium of Social Science Associations (includ-
ing sociologists, political scientists, and oth-
ers). 

Perhaps the greatest evidence for the im-
portance of this data is the outcry that arose 
after BLS announced it was going to stop 
collecting it. News services around the coun-
try ran the story. A bipartisan group of U.S. 
Representatives and Senators opposed the 
decision. Researchers and women’s employ-
ment advocates pressed BLS to continue col-
lecting the data. 

In fact, during the original comment pe-
riod, five thousand comments were sub-
mitted—running at least 9 to 1 in support of 
continuing the data collection. The only 
comments submitted by employers were in 
support of the continued collection of the 
Women Workers Series. 

Despite the overwhelming case in support 
of continuing the Women Workers Series, 
and the underwhelming case for dropping it, 
BLS announced that it would terminate the 
data collection anyway. 

Congress can, and should, require BLS to 
continue collecting the Women Workers Se-
ries. 

Please support a provision in the Labor- 
HHS-Education Appropriations bill for FY 
2006 to require BLS to continue collecting 
the Women Workers Series on the CES Sur-
vey. This information is critical to under-
standing the employment status of women in 
America. Please feel free to contact Heidi 
Hartmann of the Institute for Women’s Pol-
icy Research (202/785–5100) or Sharon Levin of 
Women’s Prerogative (202/296–3818) for fur-
ther information. 

Sincerely, 
Alliance for Retired Americans, Alliance 

for the Status of Missouri Women, American 
Association of University Women, American 
Association of University Women, Ballwin- 
Chesterfield Chapter, American Association 
of University Women, Ferguson-Florisant 
Branch, American Educational Research As-
sociation, American Federation of Govern-
ment Employees, AFL–CIO, American Fed-
eration of Government Employees (AFGE), 
Local 12, American Medical Women’s Asso-
ciation, and Americans for Democratic Ac-
tion. 

Asian & Pacific Islander American Health 
Forum, Association of American 
Geographers, Business and Professional 
Women/USA, Business and Professional 
Women/Kentucky, Business and Professional 
Women/Kirksville, Business and Professional 
Women/Maryland, Business and Professional 
Women/Missouri, Business and Professional 
Women/St. Louis Metro, Business and Pro-
fessional Women/St. Petersberg/Pinellas, 
Business and Professional Women/Suburban 
Maryland, and Business and Professional 
Women/USA. 

BVM Network for Women’s Issues, Cali-
fornia National Organization for Women, 
California Partnership to End Domestic Vio-
lence, Catalyst Connection, Center for Inde-
pendent Living of South Florida, Center for 
the Education of Women, University of 
Michigan, Center for Women Policy Studies, 
Chicago Women in Trades, Cincinnati Na-
tional Organization for Women, and Coali-
tion for Equal Pay. 

Coalition of Labor Union Women, Common 
Cause, Communication Workers of America, 
Consortium of Social Science Associations, 
Dads and Daughters, Department for Profes-
sional Employees, AFL–CIO, Democratic 
Women’s Club of Upper Pinellas, Discrimina-
tion Research Center, and Displaced Home-
makers Network of New Jersey, Inc. 

Family Tree, Inc., Federally Employed 
Women, Feminist Majority, Florida Con-
sumer Action Network, Gender Watchers, 
General Federation of Women’s Clubs, Geor-
gia Rural Urban Summit, Georgia Women 
Work, and Girls Incorporated. 

Honorable Linda Tan-Whelan, Tan-Whelan 
& Associates, Inc., Illinois Alliance for Re-
tired Americans, Institute for Women’s Pol-
icy Research, Institute for Research on 
Women and Gender, Jewish Women’s Coali-
tion, Laborers’ International Union of North 
America, Lebanon (MO) Business and Profes-
sional Women, and Legal Momentum. 

Maine Center for Economic Policy, Maine 
National Organization for Women, Maine 
People’s Alliance, Maine Women’s Lobby, 
Maryland National Organization for Women, 
Michigan Conference of the National Organi-
zation for Women, Michigan Women Work, 
Middle Way House, Inc., Minnesota National 
Organization for Women, Missouri Women’s 
Coalition, Missouri Women’s Network, Mont-
gomery County Commission for Women, and 
MOTHERS (Mothers Ought to Have Equal 
Rights). 

Mothers and More, Mt. Pleasant National 
Organization for Women, NA’AMATUSA, Na-
tional Alliance for Partnerships in Equity, 
National Association of Social Workers, 
Maine Chapter, National Association of 
Women Business Owners, National Coalition 
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Against Domestic Violence, National Com-
mittee on Pay Equity, National Council of 
Jewish Women, and National Council for Re-
search on Women. 

National Council of Women’s Organiza-
tions, National Organization for Women, Na-
tional Partnership for Women and Families, 
National Women’s Conference, National 
Women’s Law Center, National Women’s Po-
litical Caucus, NCA Union Retirees, Negoti-
ating Women, Inc., New Choices/New Op-
tions, New Hampshire National Organization 
for Women, and New York State National 
Organization for Women. 

Ohio National Organization for Women, 
Older Women’s League, Oregon Consumer 
League, Oregon Tradeswomen, Inc., PHASE, 
University of Arizona, Philadelphia Coali-
tion of Labor Union Women, Project IRENE, 
Sargent Shriver National Center on Poverty 
Law, Scholar Bound, South Carolina Coali-
tion Against Domestic Violence and Sexual 
Assault, South Dakota Advocacy Network 
for Women, South Dakota Family Economic 
Self-Sufficiency Project, and St. Louis Coali-
tion of Labor Union Women. 

Teachers as Leaders and Learners Program 
at The College of New Jersey, Tennessee 
Healthcare Campaign, The Business Women’s 
Network of Howard County, Tradewomen, 
Inc., Tradewomen Now and Tomorrow, The 
Media Project, The Washington Lawyers’ 
Committee for Civil Rights & Urban Affairs, 
The Women’s Center at Carnegie Mellon Uni-
versity, The Women’s Office, Sisters of Char-
ity, BVM, and The Women’s Union. 

United Food and Commercial Workers 
International Union (UFCW), United Univer-
sity Professions, U.S. Action, U.S. Women’s 
Chamber of Commerce, Wider Opportunities 
for Women, Women of Reform Judaism, 
Women Work! The National Network for 
Women’s Employment, Women’s Center of 
Fayetteville, Women’s Center of Greater 
Lansing, and Women’s City Club of New 
York. 

Women’s Committee of 100, Women’s Edge 
Coalition, Women Employed, Women For: 
Orange County, Women in Media and News, 
Women’s Prerogative, Women’s Research and 
Education Institute, Women’s Resource Cen-
ter, Women’s Resource Center of Alamance 
County, North Carolina, Women’s Resource 
Center of Central Oregon, World of Women 
SI Inc., Zonta Club of Pasadena, and 9 to 5, 
National Association of Working Women. 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, DC, April 12, 2005. 

Secretary ELAINE CHAO, 
Department of Labor, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SECRETARY CHAO: I’m writing to ex-
press my surprise and concern at your ongo-
ing plans to eliminate the women worker se-
ries in the Current Employment Statistics 
program. 

Full and accurate gender employment in-
formation is a vital part of ending the long-
standing economic discrimination against 
women in our society. As you know, women 
today earn 76 cents for every dol1ar earned 
by men. They work disproportionately in 
lower-paying occupations, and have far lower 
lifetime earnings than men. By eliminating 
the CES data, the Department will make it 
more difficult for Congress, researchers, and 
policymakers to understand the true nature 
of gender inequality in the workforce, and 
harm our efforts to eliminate it. 

I understand that the Department has re-
ceived nearly 5,000 comments about these 
proposed changes, and 90 percent of them 
urged you to continue collecting the data on 
women workers. The CES data are obviously 
the best sources of information on employ-
ment trends, and are indispensable to any 
analysis of job discrimination against 
women. 

The Current Population Survey is not an 
adequate substitute, since it provides a far 
less accurate view of general employment 
trends than the payroll survey. The benefit 
of reducing the burden of the CES survey on 
employers is miniscule compared to the sig-
nificant damage caused by eliminating the 
data series. 

In light of the importance of the series and 
the broad support for its continuation, I urge 
you to continue to collect and provide these 
essential data. 

With respect and admiration, 
Sincerely, 

EDWARD M. KENNEDY. 

FEBRUARY 16, 2005. 
Ms. AMY A. HOBBY, 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MS. HOBBY: On behalf of the 505,000 
women business Women Impacting Public 
Policy (WIPP), in accordance with the advi-
sory authority granted us in Public Law 100– 
553, and on behalf of Chair Marilyn Carlson 
Nelson and the other members of the Na-
tional Women’s Business Council, I am writ-
ing you today to comment upon proposed 
changes to the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ 
Current Employment Statistics survey—in 
particular the proposal that the information 
from this survey no longer be made available 
by gender of worker. 

As you may know, the mission of the Na-
tional Women’s Business Council is to pro-
vide advice and counsel to the President and 
his Administration and to the U.S. Congress 
on issues of importance to women business 
owners and their enterprises. In this capac-
ity, we conduct research on issues of impor-
tance to the women’s community, commu-
nicate those findings widely, connect the 
women’s business community to one another 
and to federal policy makers, and—in so 
doing—create positive change for an esti-
mated 15.6 million women who are engaged 
in the sole or shared ownership of approxi-
mately 10.6 million businesses in the United 
States. 

Research has shown that among the great-
est challenges faced by women in business— 
in addition to access to capital, training and 
technical assistance, markets and net-
works—is being taken seriously as contribu-
tors to our economy. One of the most signifi-
cant ways in which women have achieved 
visibility, and thus recognition, for their 
economic contributions has been through the 
collection and dissemination of statistics 
monitoring their participation in the work-
force, and their progression from non-super-
visory to managerial positions, and from 
there to self-employment and business own-
ership. The gender-disaggregated informa-
tion currently available through the BLS’ 
Current Employment Statistics is a vital 
thread in the fabric of federal government 
data on the economic contributions of 
women. Regular, detailed information by in-
dustry and location is critical to under-
standing women’s employment patterns as 
well as their progress (or lack thereof) over 
time. 

The National Women’s Business Council 
strongly opposes the proposed elimination of 
the collection of gender-based information 
from the CES. The elimination of gender as 
an item in the survey would not save a sig-
nificant amount of money nor significantly 
reduce respondent burden, but—on the other 
hand—it would seriously impede analysis 
and monitoring of women’s progress in the 
workforce and their contributions to our 
economy. 

We are supportive of proposed efforts to 
pursue optical character recognition (OCR) 
and Web-based technologies to enhance sur-
vey response rates, increase efficiency, and 
save time and money. 

We agree that such technologies have ad-
vanced to such a point that they can be rea-
sonably incorporated into the survey meth-
odology. 

The Council welcomes the opportunity to 
provide the Bureau of Labor Standards our 
thoughts and comments on these important 
issues. We look forward to reading the com-
ments of other organizations and interested 
parties, and you can be assured that the 
Council will closely monitor this most im-
portant issue. Knowledge fuels action, and 
one cannot responsibly react to and manage 
that which is not measured. The BLS has 
played an important role in women’s eco-
nomic development through the information 
published from the CES, CPS and other sur-
veys. Again, it is vitally important that gen-
der-disaggregated information continue to 
be made available to federal policy makers, 
to advisory bodies like the National Wom-
en’s Business Council, and to the women’s 
business community at large. 

Sincerely, 
JULIE R. WEEKS, 

Executive Director, 
Women Impacting Public Policy. 

FEDERAL RESERVE BANK OF NEW YORK, 
New York, NY, February 22, 2005. 

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
Division of Current Employment Statistics, 

Washington, DC. 
TO THE BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS: This 

letter is in response to the request for public 
comment on the proposed discontinuation of 
the Women Workers Series (WWS) from the 
Current Employment Series. Economists in 
the Research and Statistics Group at the 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York recently 
learned of the existence of the WWS and are 
currently engaged in research using it to 
study the gender differences that underlie 
the unusual recent cyclical pattern of em-
ployment. 

The attached is a synopsis of preliminary 
findings that suggest that time series pat-
terns of employment for men and women are 
different, vary among recessions, and show 
no evidence of recent convergence. The ap-
proach follows recent work by Erica Groshen 
and Simon Potter (published in the August 
2003 edition of the Federal Reserve Bank of 
New York’s Current Issues in Economics and 
Finance) that finds it likely that the recent 
recession had a stronger cyclical component 
than previous recessions. 

Gender disparities are of particular inter-
est at the moment because the labor force 
participation rate for women during the past 
recession has fallen more than usual and as 
yet shows no sign of recovery. These results 
have interesting policy implications if they 
allow us insight into whether the decline in 
participation indicates enhanced cyclicality 
or a secular drop in women’s labor force par-
ticipation. 

Our previous understanding of sectoral re-
allocations and heterogeneity is based large-
ly on analysis of industry-level CES aggre-
gate data. Household-based data series have 
too much sampling error to allow analysis 
by industry much beyond the 1-digit level 
and are not seasonally adjusted. The tech-
nique used here relies on seasonally adjusted 
data with more disaggregation than is avail-
able from the Current Population Survey 
(CPS)—particularly on a timely basis (that 
is, before the CPS microdata are released). It 
also requires a long time series, since reces-
sions are rare events. CPS data are sparse 
before the 1980s. 

The lack of prior use of the WWS may re-
flect the lack of visibility of the series on 
the BLS website and in news releases. In-
deed, Groshen and Potter learned of its exist-
ence only this fall, when they discovered it 
in the Haver Analytics DLX database. De-
spite their many years of research in labor 
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economics, neither had encountered it be-
fore. 

In light of our experience and intriguing 
recent findings, we do not support elimi-
nation of the WWS. Rather than discontinue 
an informative series with such a long his-
tory, we suggest that the BLS consider high-
lighting its existence among the community 
of data users and issuing a periodic release. 
Use might rise substantially. Such an effort 
would be the best way to judge the advis-
ability of taking the drastic step of elimi-
nating the WWS at a time when it may be 
particularly useful for understanding current 
macroeconomic phenomena. 

Thank you for your consideration on this 
important issue. 

Sincerely, 
JOSEPH S. TRACY, 

Executive Vice President and 
Director of Research. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, this 
amendment would require the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics to continue col-
lecting data on women workers in the 
current employment statistic survey. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2246), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote, and I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2244 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I call 

up amendment No. 2244. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC-

TER], for Mr. DAYTON, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2244. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide for the production and 

mailing of a corrected Medicare and You 
handbook) 
On page 156, line 2, strike ‘‘Funds.’’ and in-

sert ‘‘Funds: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary, by not later than January 1, 2006, 
shall produce and mail a corrected version of 
the annual notice required under section 
1804(a) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395b–2(a)) to each beneficiary described in 
the second sentence of such section, together 
with an explanation of the error in the pre-
vious annual notice that was mailed to such 
beneficiaries.’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2244 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside and we call up 
amendment 2244. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is currently pending. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, this 
amendment requires the Secretary to 
issue a new ‘‘Medicare & You’’ hand-
book. There are many errors in the 
handbook. The book should be reissued 
and mailed out again. This has been 
cleared on both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2244) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HARKIN. I move to reconsider 
the vote, and I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SPECTER. With respect to to-
morrow’s schedule, we will have a clo-
ture vote anticipated to be at 10 
o’clock tomorrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT—S.1042 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask con-

sent that at a time determined by the 
majority leader, with concurrence of 
the Democratic leader, the Senate will 
resume consideration of S. 1042, the De-
fense authorization bill, and it be con-
sidered under the following limita-
tions: All of the pending amendments 
be withdrawn and the bill be considered 
as follows: the only first-degree amend-
ments in order be up to 12 amendments 
to be offered by each of the two leaders 
or their designees; provided further 
that the amendments be within the ju-
risdiction of the Committee on Armed 
Services or relevant to the underlying 
bill; further, that these amendments be 
subject to second degrees which are to 
be relevant to the amendment to which 
they are offered; provided further that 
first-degree amendments be limited to 
1 hour of debate equally divided in the 
usual form, with any second degrees 
limited to 30 minutes of debate equally 
divided; provided further that the only 
other amendments in order other than 
the above-listed amendments be those 
managers’ amendments which have 
been cleared by both managers of the 
bill. 

I further ask that there be 2 hours of 
general debate on the bill divided be-
tween the two managers. Finally, I ask 
consent that at the expiration of that 
time and the disposition of the above 
amendments, the bill be read the third 
time and the Senate proceed to a vote 
on passage of the bill as amended, if 
amended, with no intervening action or 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I am 
pleased we were finally able to reach a 
consent agreement on this very impor-
tant bill that we have attempted to ad-
dress more fully twice in the past, the 
Defense authorization bill. This will 
allow the Senate to return to the bill 
and complete it in a timely manner, in 
an orderly manner, with the amend-
ments that are relevant to the issue at 
hand; that is,the issue of providing for 
our armed services. We will look for an 
appropriate window of time to resume 
the bill. I believe, under the guidance 
of the experienced chairman and rank-
ing member, we should be able to com-
plete that bill within 2 or possibly 3 
days. 

I thank everyone for working so hard 
to bring us to this point, for their pa-
tience and cooperation, and allowing us 
to go forward with this agreement, and 

I look forward to completion of that 
Defense authorization bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this is not 
the time for protracted debate on why 
we are here, why we are not here. We 
are here. One of the most important 
bills this Congress must decide every 
year is this Defense authorization bill. 

The majority leader and the two 
managers of the bill, Senator WARNER 
and Senator LEVIN, know—because I 
have sent them every letter I have sent 
to my distinguished colleague, the Sen-
ator from Tennessee—I strongly sup-
port the Senate consideration of the 
Defense authorization bill since it was 
unanimously passed by the Committee 
on Armed Services last May. We have a 
lot to do around here. I suggest there is 
nothing more important than taking 
care of the U.S. military. This is not 
the way to handle the bill, I recognize 
that, but it is the only way left we can 
handle this bill. 

I hope the two managers can help 
work through these amendments. I 
know they are ready to accept scores of 
amendments once we get to this bill. I 
hope the 12 on each side are amend-
ments that will be good for the Senate, 
good for this institution, and, of 
course, very good for the armed serv-
ices of our country. If that is the case, 
it will be good for our country. 

As I have said, this is not a time for 
pointing fingers. I am glad we are here 
even though that is not how I wanted 
to get here. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish 
to thank our distinguished two leaders. 
On behalf of Senator LEVIN and myself, 
we assure our two leaders we will deal 
with this expeditiously, with the co-
operation of the Senate. I am certain 
we can have an armed services bill this 
year. This is a nation at war. We have 
no alternative. 

I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENTS NOS. 2248, 2250, AND 2249, EN BLOC 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Louisiana is recognized. 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, we 

have several amendments to consider 
this evening. I will be very brief. 

I ask unanimous consent to call up 
three amendments, to talk about them 
in 5 minutes, and then to set a vote 
whenever it is within the purview of 
the managers: amendment Nos. 2248, 
2250, and 2249. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Louisiana [Ms. 

LANDRIEU] proposes amendments en bloc 
numbered 2248, 2250, and 2249. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I ask unanimous 
consent to dispense with the reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments are as follows: 
AMENDMENT NO. 2248 

(Purpose: To increase appropriations for the 
Federal TRIO programs for students af-
fected by Hurricanes Katrina or Rita) 
At the end of title III (before the short 

title), add the following: 
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SEC. ll. FEDERAL TRIO PROGRAMS FOR HURRI-

CANE AFFECTED STUDENTS. 
(a) ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS FOR FEDERAL 

TRIO PROGRAMS.—In addition to amounts 
otherwise appropriated under this Act, there 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
$5,000,000 to carry out the Federal TRIO pro-
grams under chapter 1 of subpart 2 of part A 
of title IV of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070a–11 et seq.) for students 
affected by Hurricanes Katrina or Rita in 
their respective institution of higher edu-
cation. 

(b) OFFSET FROM DEPARTMENTAL MANAGE-
MENT FUNDS.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Act, amounts made avail-
able under this Act for the administration 
and related expenses for the departmental 
management for the Department of Labor, 
the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices, and the Department of Education, shall 
be reduced, on a pro rata basis, by $5,000,000. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2250 
(Purpose: To provide funding to carry out 

the Mosquito Abatement for Safety and 
Health Act) 
At the end of title II (before the short 

title), add the following: 
SEC. ll. MOSQUITO ABATEMENT FOR SAFETY 

AND HEALTH ACT. 
From amounts appropriated under this Act 

for the Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention for infectious diseases-West Nile 
Virus, there shall be transferred $5,000,000 to 
carry out section 317S of the Public Health 
Service Act (relating to mosquito abatement 
for safety and health) with preference given 
to areas at greater risk of the West Nile 
Virus because of the effects of Hurricanes 
Katrina and Rita. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2249 
(Purpose: To require that any additional 

community health center funding be di-
rected, in part, to centers in areas affected 
by Hurricane Katrina or Hurricane Rita) 
At the end of title II (before the short 

title), add the following: 
SEC. ll. FUNDING FOR COMMUNITY HEALTH 

CENTERS IN HURRICANE KATRINA 
OR HURRICANE RITA AFFECTED 
AREAS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, if the amount appropriated under this 
Act for community health centers is more 
than the amount appropriated for such cen-
ters for fiscal year 2005, then— 

(1) 5 percent of such excess amount shall be 
directed to establishing or expanding com-
munity health centers in areas affected by 
Hurricane Katrina or Hurricane Rita; and 

(2) 5 percent of such excess amount shall be 
directed to community health centers serv-
ing patients affected by Hurricane Katrina 
or Hurricane Rita. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, first 
of all, all three of these amendments 
are small in number but important in 
scope. Each seeks to take money that 
is already appropriated in the under-
lying bill and direct and target it, if 
you will, to the gulf coast area for 
some extraordinary needs. We have 
been struggling to find a way to pro-
vide for the unprecedented natural dis-
aster that has occurred in the Rita- 
Katrina areas of Texas, Louisiana, Mis-
sissippi, and Alabama. 

There are many important programs 
in this bill that seek to send important 
aid around the Nation. There are three 
programs I have chosen to bring to the 
attention of the Senate tonight in very 
small amounts that could provide great 
help to the people of our region. 

One is the TRIO Program, which has 
been extremely successful in helping 
first-generation college students to 
pursue a degree. Of course, we know 80 
percent of all jobs in the future will re-
quire some college. This TRIO Program 
is federally funded but locally led and 
has been extremely effective, with 
great support from Republicans and 
Democrats, the House and the Senate. 

The purpose of my amendment is to 
target $5 million of the money in here 
toward Katrina-related areas—Katrina- 
Rita—to make sure our universities 
and the thousands of students who 
have been displaced can have a little 
extra funding to help them at this 
time. 

The second amendment has to do 
with community health centers that 
are going to see, because of the good 
work of the ranking member and the 
chairman, an increase of $105 million in 
a competitive grant—additional money 
for community health centers. One of 
these amendments takes just 10 per-
cent of the increase of $105 million and 
directs it to Katrina-Rita areas, as we 
have to stand up a new health care sys-
tem for the region. It would be given 
out by the Department. Again, it is an-
other way to not add money but to just 
direct and target money that we are al-
ready spending—not taking it away 
from anyone but targeting some of the 
increase to our region. 

Finally, the third amendment would 
do the same thing for mosquito abate-
ment. We are hopeful we will not get 
the avian flu that seems headed our 
way. For those in Louisiana, Mis-
sissippi, and Alabama, we worry about 
the disease that can be spread—West 
Nile—by mosquitos. Our health offi-
cials say the mosquito populations, be-
cause of the extraordinary flooding, 
have increased by 800 percent. Since 
October 18, there have been 81 cases 
and 6 fatalities. Again, my amendment 
takes money that is already designated 
and sends $5 million of the $40 million 
to the Katrina-Rita areas. 

I ask my colleagues to look favorably 
on these three amendments. Again, 
they are small amounts of money, but 
they could go a long way. They do not 
add money to the deficit. They do not 
take money away from anyone else be-
cause we are taking a portion of the in-
crease. That portion is based on our 
population in the region. 

It is quite reasonable. I hope the 
managers will accept them. If not, we 
can have a vote sometime tomorrow. 

I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2265, AS MODIFIED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine is recognized. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendments be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. COLLINS. I call up amendment 
2265, and I send a modification to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be so modified. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Maine [Ms. COLLINS] and 

Mr. FEINGOLD, propose an amendment num-
bered 2265, as modified. 

Ms. COLLINS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

(Purpose: To fund grants for innovative 
programs to address dental workforce needs) 

At the appropriate place in title II, insert 
the following: 

SEC. ll. From amounts appropriated to 
the Health Resources and Services Adminis-
tration, $5,000,000 shall be available to fund 
grants for innovative programs to address 
dental workforce needs under section 340G of 
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
246g). 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, 3 years 
ago, the Senate enacted and the Presi-
dent signed into law the Dental Health 
Improvement Act as part of the health 
care safety net amendments of 2002. 
This was legislation authored by the 
Senator from Wisconsin, Mr. FEINGOLD, 
and myself which authorized grants to 
States to help them develop innovative 
dental workforce development pro-
grams tailored to their specific needs. 

I rise today to offer an amendment 
with my colleague from Wisconsin to 
provide $5 million for this important 
program next year to help States im-
prove access to oral health care by 
strengthening the dental workforce in 
our Nation’s rural and underserved 
communities. 

While oral health in America has im-
proved dramatically over the last 50 
years, these improvements have not oc-
curred evenly across all sectors of our 
population. Particularly, our low-in-
come families have been left out. An 
estimated 25 million Americans live in 
areas lacking in adequate dental serv-
ices. Astoundingly, as many as 11 per-
cent of our Nation’s rural population 
has never been to a dentist. 

The situation is exacerbated by the 
fact that our dental workforce is grow-
ing older. More than 20 percent of den-
tists nationwide will retire in the next 
decade. The number of dental grad-
uates by 2015 will not be enough to re-
place these retirees. As a consequence, 
many States, particularly rural States 
like mine, are facing a serious shortage 
of dentists. In Maine, there is one gen-
eral practice dentist for every 2,300 
people in the Portland area. But the 
numbers drop off dramatically in other 
parts of our State. In Aroostook Coun-
ty, for example, which is where I am 
from, there is only 1 dentist for every 
5,500 people. And of the 23 practicing 
dentists in Aroostook County, only 6 
are taking on new patients. Moreover, 
at a time when tooth decay is the most 
prevalent childhood disease in Amer-
ica, Maine has fewer than 10 specialists 
in pediatric dentistry, and virtually all 
of them are located in the southern 
part of the State. 
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The Collins-Feingold Dental Health 

Improvement Act authorized a new 
State grant program administered by 
the Health Resources and Services Ad-
ministration that is designed to im-
prove access to oral health services in 
rural or underserved areas. 

Now, States could use these grants 
for a variety of programs. For example, 
they might use the grant for loan for-
giveness or repayment programs for 
dentists practicing in underserved 
areas. They could also use the grant 
funds to establish or expand 
community- or school-based dental 
clinics or to set up mobile or portable 
dental facilities. 

To assist in their recruitment and re-
tention efforts, States could use the 
funds for placement and support of den-
tal students, residents, and advanced 
dentistry trainees. Or they could use 
the grants for continuing education, 
for distance-based education, and prac-
tice support through teledentistry. 

Our amendment is supported by the 
American Dental Association, the 
American Dental Education Associa-
tion, the American Dental Hygienists 
Association, and other members of the 
Dental Access Coalition. It is also fully 
offset. 

There is clearly a need to make our 
oral health care services more acces-
sible in our Nation’s rural and under-
served communities. 

Again, I end my remarks with what I 
think is a troubling and astonishing 
statistic; and that is, that 11 percent of 
rural Americans have never been to the 
dentist. This is a serious public health 
challenge, and this modest investment 
could make a real difference. 

I urge all of my colleagues to join 
Senator FEINGOLD and me in sup-
porting this amendment. 

I thank the subcommittee chairman 
and ranking member for working so 
closely with us to identify an appro-
priate offset. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DEMINT). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2285 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that amendment 
No. 2285 be called up and I ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR-

RAY] proposes an amendment numbered 2285. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To insert provisions related to an 

investigation by the Inspector General) 
At the end of title II (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. (a) There are appropriated 

$3,000,000 to the Office of Inspector General 
to conduct a investigation of the manage-
ment of the Food and Drug Administration 
to pursue examples of mismanagement and 
promote economy and efficiency in the De-
partment. 

(b) The investigation under subsection (a) 
shall not include any investigation of a 
former Commissioner of Food and Drugs, but 
shall include investigation of the actions by 
the Food and Drug Administration with re-
spect to the over-the-counter application for 
the drug Plan B. 

(c) Not later than 60 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Inspector General 
shall complete the investigation under this 
section and submit a report to the Sub-
committee on Labor, Health and Human 
Services, Education and Related Agencies of 
the Committee on Appropriations of the Sen-
ate on the findings of such investigation. 

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this title, amounts made available under this 
Act for the Office of the Secretary shall be 
reduced by $3,000,000 and transferred to the 
Office of Inspector General to conduct the in-
vestigation under this section. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise 
this evening to offer an amendment 
that really need not be offered. In fact, 
each time I come to the floor of the 
Senate to talk about Plan B and the 
FDA, I hope it will be the last time. I 
continue to hope that the FDA or 
Health and Human Services will do the 
right thing and finally put science and 
safety and efficacy over politics. Unfor-
tunately, over the course of the past 
several years, as you can see by the 
timeline shown behind me, I, along 
with millions of Americans, have been 
disappointed time and time again. 

I have always supported a strong and 
independent Food and Drug Adminis-
tration. It is the only way in which the 
FDA can truly operate effectively and 
with the confidence of American con-
sumers and health care providers. 
Americans have to have faith that 
when they walk into their local gro-
cery store or their local pharmacy, the 
products they purchase are safe, effec-
tive, and that their approval has been 
based on sound science. 

They have to be assured that those 
decisions were not based on political 
pressure or pandering to interest 
groups. That is why the application 
process for Plan B emergency contra-
ceptives has been so troubling to me 
and many others. 

Back in December of 2003, almost 2 
years ago, the FDA’s own scientific ad-
visory board overwhelmingly rec-
ommended approval of Plan B’s over- 
the-counter application by a vote of 23 
to 4. But the FDA has not adhered to 
its own guidelines for drug approval 
and continues to this day, after all of 
these actions, to drag its feet. 

In fact, Alastair Wood, who is a mem-
ber of the advisory panel, said: 

What’s disturbing is that the science was 
overwhelming here, and the FDA is supposed 
to make decisions based on science. 

It is obvious to me and to many of 
my colleagues—and to millions of 
American women and men—that some-
thing other than science is going on at 
the FDA. It is far past time to get to 
the bottom of it. That is why tonight I 
am offering this amendment which will 
shift $3 million from the Office of the 
Secretary to the Office of the Inspector 
General at the Department of Health 
and Human Services. This funding will 
help the inspector general’s office to 
investigate potential mismanagement 
at the FDA. This investigation will be 
separate from ongoing investigations 
of the former Commissioner, Lester 
Crawford, and it will include, but not 
be limited to, over-the-counter applica-
tion for Plan B. 

Let me be clear: The men and women 
of the FDA work very hard. They ad-
here to the principles of science. They 
do a job that all Americans can be 
proud of. But their hard work is being 
undermined and it is overshadowed by 
the Agency’s own leadership. If the 
leadership at the FDA and HHS don’t 
take steps to restore the confidence of 
American consumers in the FDA’s abil-
ity to promote safe and effective treat-
ments, then Congress has a duty to 
step in. The health and well-being of 
the American people should not blow 
with the political winds. Caring for the 
people we represent is an American 
issue, and part of that goal is reas-
suring that Americans have access to 
safe, effective medicines in a timely 
fashion. 

Time and time again, I, along with 
my colleague, Senator CLINTON of New 
York, and others, have asked for a de-
cision on Plan B. We have not dictated 
that we want a yes. We have not dic-
tated that we want a no. We have sim-
ply said: We want a decision. This con-
tinued foot dragging—day after day, 
month after month, year after year—is 
unusual, unwarranted, and unpro-
fessional. This continued delay goes 
against everything the FDA’s own ad-
visory panel found nearly 2 years ago: 
that Plan B is safe and it is effective 
and should be available over the 
counter. There is no credible scientific 
reason to continue to deny increased 
access to this safe health care option, 
but there is even less reason to deny an 
answer. 

This is not the last word on this 
issue. The problem with politics sub-
verting the FDA’s adherence to science 
and its integrity is so profound and so 
urgent, I intend to use every tool avail-
able to me as a Senator to make sure 
that this discussion about our prior-
ities and our future is not lost. 

I ask my colleagues to do what we 
tell the FDA to do, which is to make 
decisions based on science and safety 
and efficacy true, and we don’t turn 
the gold standard we have at the FDA 
into a mockery. It would be a dis-
service to every citizen, every Amer-
ican who walks into a drugstore and 
counts on the fact that when they buy 
a drug over the counter or a prescrip-
tion, they know it is safe and effective. 
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This is an urgent matter. That is why 

I am on the floor to offer my amend-
ment, which will simply shift money 
from the Office of the Secretary to the 
Office of the Inspector General, so we 
can get to the bottom of it. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, is there 
an amendment pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, 
there is. 

Mr. THUNE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the pending amendment be 
set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2193, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I call for 

the regular order on my amendment 
No. 2193 and would like to speak in sup-
port of that. 

I rise today, along with my col-
leagues, Senators CONRAD, CRAPO, 
BROWNBACK, TALENT, CHAFEE, and 
BURNS, in support of an amendment 
that is pending at the desk that would 
provide funding to the Office for Ad-
vancement of Telehealth, located 
under the Health Resources and Serv-
ices Administration. 

Telehealth is not only an important 
component of health care in rural 
States like South Dakota; it is impor-
tant to patients and health care pro-
viders throughout the United States. 

Telehealth is an innovation that 
promises greater access and higher 
quality health care with reduced costs. 
Telehealth uses telecommunications 
and information technologies to pro-
vide health care services at a distance. 
These communications and informa-
tion technologies provide people access 
to quality health care in underserved 
areas. 

Three years ago, Congress enacted a 
bill called the Health Care Safety Net 
Amendments Act of 2002. This legisla-
tion was approved unanimously in the 
Senate and passed the House with only 
five dissenting votes. Section 211 of the 
bill provided the authority for Con-
gress to fund at least $60 million for 
certain telehealth activities. 

Sadly, 3 years have passed and Con-
gress has yet to appropriate a dime for 
these important provisions. My amend-
ment provides $10 million for the tele-
health activities authorized by the 2002 
Health Care Safety Net Amendments. 
This is one-sixth of the authorized 
amount and less than one percent— 
one-seventh of one percent—of the 
budget for HRSA. 

Specifically, my amendment would 
appropriate $2.5 million for the devel-
opment of 10 telehealth resource cen-
ters. These centers, two of which are 
required to be located in a State with 
less than 1.5 million people, would help 
assist the telehealth community in 
breaking down barriers to the adoption 
of telehealth. 

My amendment also provides $5 mil-
lion for network grants and grants for 

telehomecare pilot projects. In order to 
be efficient and effective, telemedicine 
must have strong telecommunication 
networks. 

In addition to these grants, my 
amendment provides $2.5 million for 
grants to State health licensing boards 
to develop and implement cooperative 
policies that reduce statutory and reg-
ulatory barriers to telehealth. 

S. 1418, the Wired for Health Care 
Quality Act, introduced by Senator 
ENZI on July 18, specifically reauthor-
izes Section 330L(b) of the Public 
Health Service Act, which allows the 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to make grants to State profes-
sional licensing boards to reduce statu-
tory and regulatory barriers to tele-
medicine. My amendment simply ap-
propriates funds for this authorization. 

Last year, the Office for the Advance-
ment of Telehealth within HRSA was 
funded at only $3.9 million. OAT was 
only able to make 14 competitive grant 
awards. The budget for this lead agen-
cy for telehealth has been cut by 1⁄3 
over the past 5 years. 

Congress spoke when it passed with 
broad bipartisan support the Health 
Care Safety Net Amendments Act of 
2002. It is time to put our money where 
our mouth is and start to put some real 
resources in this area. 

Last year, we provided absolutely no 
funds for the telehealth safety net pro-
visions. Surely we can find a way to 
provide $10 million in the entire budget 
for one of the most promising opportu-
nities to help control the rising cost of 
health care. 

My amendment does not break the 
budget caps. It merely reallocates $10 
million for telehealth services from the 
billions in administrative costs in this 
budget. On July 8, 2005 a letter was 
sent to Chairman SPECTER and Rank-
ing Member HARKIN on behalf of over 
200 individuals and telehealth organiza-
tions across the country, supporting an 
increase in funding for telehealth. 

My amendment answers their call for 
funding and wider adoption of tele-
health. 

Telehealth has the promise of deliv-
ering quality, efficient health care to 
individuals in remote, isolated or even 
devastated areas. Telehealth applica-
tions have been proven effective in ex-
tending medicine’s reach to under-
served areas across the Nation. 

The $10 million provided by my 
amendment, while modest, will have an 
impact on almost every health activity 
in this giant bill. 

Additionally, my amendment is fully 
offset by reducing the departmental 
management accounts of the Depart-
ment of Labor, the Department of 
Health and Human Services, and the 
Department of Education pro rata by 
.0065 percent. The Congressional Budg-
et Office has declared this amendment 
as budget neutral. 

This is a very small investment in 
the future of our Nation’s health care 
system. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the amendment. 

Of all the things we will debate in 
this particular bill about how to lower 
health care costs, how to make quality 
health care more available to more 
people, the promise of telehealth can 
do more to meet that critical objection 
than almost anything else. This is tak-
ing state-of-the-art technology and 
thinking, state-of-the-art information 
systems and applying them in a way 
that can meet health care needs across 
the country, not just in rural areas, 
but also in urban ones. It is high time 
we took advantage of this incredible 
asset and put it to work for health care 
needs of Americans. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print in the RECORD a letter 
from the American Hospital Associa-
tion in support of my amendment. 
Some examples of the organizations 
that support my amendment are the 
following: Home Care Technology Asso-
ciation of America; Center for Tele-
medicine Law; Federation of State 
Medical Boards, Consumer Health Ac-
cess Through Technology Coalition; 
American Telemedicine Association; 
National Rural Health Association; 
Northland Healthcare Alliance; Univer-
sity of Missouri Health Care; 
Northcentral Montana Healthcare Alli-
ance; Avera McKennan Telehealth Net-
work; Avera St. Luke’s; Rapid City Re-
gional Hospital Home Care Depart-
ment; Horizon Health Care, Inc.; Sioux 
Valley Telehealth; Sioux Valley Vis-
iting Nurses; South Dakota Board of 
Nursing. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AMERICAN HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION, 
October 25, 2005. 

Hon. JOHN THUNE, 
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR THUNE: The American Hos-

pital Association, on behalf of our 4,800 mem-
ber hospitals, health systems and other 
health care organizations, and our 33,000 in-
dividual members, is pleased to support your 
amendment to the fiscal year (FY) 2006 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and Edu-
cation appropriations bill adding $10 million 
for telehealth activities authorized by the 
Health Care Safety Net Amendments of 2002. 
We applaud your effort to fund these activi-
ties, which can play a vital role in increasing 
access to health care services for under-
served rural and urban populations. 

Congress overwhelmingly passed the 
Health Care Safety Net Amendments, and in 
doing so authorized more than $80 million in 
grants to help providers overcome technical, 
legal, regulatory, and service delivery bar-
riers to implementing telehealth programs. 
Several urban and rural hospitals would be 
among those who would benefit from these 
grant programs, which, unfortunately, have 
never received funding. 

Your amendment will provide a vital down-
payment toward the resources needed to im-
plement telehealth programs. These pro-
grams have the potential to expand access to 
health care services, improve training of 
health care providers, and expand the qual-
ity of available health information. As a re-
sult, hospitals will be better able to over-
come many of the barriers to telehealth 
technology adoption and work to further im-
prove the safety net for underserved popu-
lations, as envisioned by the Health Care 
Safety Net Amendments. 
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We look forward to working with you and 

your colleagues to ensure passage of this im-
portant amendment. 

Sincerely, 
RICK POLLACK, 

Executive Vice President. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2193, AS FURTHER MODIFIED 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I send a 
modification to my amendment to the 
desk and ask for its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is further 
modified. 

The amendment, as further modified, 
is as follows: 

At the end of title II (before the short 
title), add the following: 
SEC. ll. TELEHEALTH. 

(a) APPROPRIATION.—Of the amounts appro-
priated to the Health Resources and Services 
Administration, $10,000,000 shall be to carry 
out programs and activities under the Health 
Care Safety Net Amendments of 2002 (Public 
Law 107–251) and the amendments made by 
such Act, and for other telehealth programs 
under section 330I of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 254c–14), of which— 

(1) $2,500,000 shall be for not less than 10 
telehealth resource centers that provide as-
sistance with respect to technical, legal, and 
regulatory service delivery or other related 
barriers to the deployment of telehealth 
technologies, of which not less than 2 centers 
shall be located in a rural State with a popu-
lation of less than 1,500,000 individuals; 

(2) $5,000,000 shall be for network grants 
and demonstration or pilot projects for 
telehomecare; and 

(3) $2,500,000 shall be for grants to carry out 
programs under which health licensing 
boards or various States cooperate to de-
velop and implement policies that will re-
duce statutory and regulatory barriers to 
telehealth. 

(b) OFFSET.—On page 137, line 9 strike 
$480,751,000 and insert $470,751,000. 

Mr. THUNE. I thank the Chair and 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2300 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ENSIGN. I call up amendment 
No. 2300. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN], for 
himself, Mr. WARNER, and Mr. ALLEN, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2300. 

Mr. ENSIGN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To prohibit funding for the sup-

port, development, or distribution of the 
Department of Education’s e-Language 
Learning System (ELLS)) 

At the end of title III (before the short 
title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. PROHIBITION REGARDING THE E-LAN-

GUAGE LEARNING SYSTEM. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, none of the funds made available 

under this Act shall be used to support, de-
velop, or distribute the Department of Edu-
cation’s e-Language Learning System 
(ELLS). 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2213 
Mr. OBAMA. Mr. President, I rise 

today to express my disappointment in 
the failure of this body to approve an 
amendment offered yesterday by Sen-
ator KENNEDY to increase the financial 
support provided to students though 
the Pell Grant program. 

Pell Grants represent by far the larg-
est source Federal grant aid for post-
secondary education and provide nec-
essary financial support for many stu-
dents. My support of this amendment 
echoes the first piece of legislation I 
introduced in the Senate and a promise 
I made during my Senate campaign. 
That promise, and that legislation, was 
the Higher Education Opportunity 
through Pell Grant Expansion Act of 
2005, S.697—the HOPE Act. My state-
ment today expresses my continuing 
efforts on behalf of students who need 
our support to continue their edu-
cation. 

Many students know that realizing 
their dreams depends on a college di-
ploma, and, for many, the chance to 
earn that diploma is dependent on the 
Pell Grant program. As students dream 
of that diploma, they also worry about 
how to pay for it. The statistics con-
firm their worries. College tuition is 
rising almost 1 percent a year, and over 
the last 25 years, it’s gone up more 
than fivefold. Because of these rising 
prices, over 200,000 students were priced 
out of college altogether just last year. 

Today, need-based Pell Grants are 
used by 5.3 million undergraduate stu-
dents, and 85 percent of these grants go 
to families earning less than $40,000. 
Over too long of a period, the amount 
of these awards has not kept up with 
the spiraling price of tuition or even 
with the rate of inflation. As a result, 
the current $4,050 Pell Grant maximum 
is insufficient. 

This amendment would have raised 
that amount to $4,250, and represented 
one step toward making college more 
affordable for those students who have 
worked hard to keep alive their hope of 
earning a college diploma. Even in this 
time of shared sacrifice, I believe we 
must continue to support those hopes 
and the students who deserve a chance 
to turn them into reality. This remains 
a priority for me. Despite yesterday’s 
vote, I will continue to work to in-
crease support for our students though 
the Pell Grant Program. 

LIHEAP 
Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-

dent, due to skyrocketing home energy 
prices, millions of low-income house-
holds are facing an imminent heating 
emergency this winter. The Depart-
ment of Energy projects the average 
family to incur heating costs of $1,099 
or more this winter; an increase of 30– 
48 percent over last year’s heating 
bills. 

This is a concern, as volatile and 
record-high energy costs will inevi-
tably lead to an increase in the number 
of missed mortgage payments and fore-
closures. 

LIHEAP is a very positive, effective 
partnership between the Federal Gov-
ernment, State governments and the 
private sector. 

Leveraging private dollars to supple-
ment Federal dollars, LIHEAP has 
proven that successful relationships 
can exist between the government, 
businesses, gas and electric utilities 
and community-based social service or-
ganizations. 

While States, local governments and 
the private sector have demonstrated 
their capacity to develop programs to 
address some energy assistance needs, 
collectively these programs cannot 
meet the demand for LIHEAP assist-
ance. The need for energy assistance 
continues. However, we must ensure 
that we are addressing this assistance 
in a fiscally responsible way. 

That is why, along with Senator CAR-
PER, I have filed an amendment to pro-
vide an offset for funding for LIHEAP. 

Specifically, my amendment in-
creases the amount in the LIHEAP pro-
gram by $1.6 billion. 

Because of the severe budget deficits 
this country is facing today, I feel like 
wherever practical, we need to consider 
offsets. 

That is why my amendment offsets 
this increase by using 3 changes in tax 
policy that have passed the Senate on 
numerous occasions—most recently as 
part of the Highway bill this past May. 
Unfortunately, these offsets were 
stripped in conference, which is why 
they are once again available for our 
use here to pay for additional funding 
for LIHEAP. 

I am very hopeful my amendment 
will clear all necessary procedural hur-
dles to be considered on the Labor HHS 
appropriations bill. I will continue to 
encourage my colleagues to support a 
responsible offset for LIHEAP funding 
now and in the future. This is a critical 
program, but we are also facing a crit-
ical time with our budget and in-
creased deficit spending—both are seri-
ous issues that require serious solu-
tions. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2212 
Mr. OBAMA. Mr. President, I would 

like to speak on an amendment to H.R. 
3010 that I was proud to introduce with 
the support of Senator DURBIN. This 
amendment increases funding for a pro-
gram in the Department of Education 
that has proven success in improving 
student behavior and school climate in 
thousands of schools across the coun-
try: Positive Behavioral Interventions 
and Support. 

A problem I hear about from teachers 
all the time is that disruptive students 
slow down the rest of the class, and can 
turn our schools into places unworthy 
of our most precious resource—our 
children. To help teachers in doing 
their important work of educating our 
children, I propose that we expand an 
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innovative program, already being used 
in states such as Illinois, that teaches 
students about positive behavior and 
expects the adults in our schools to set 
the same high standards for behavior 
as they do for achievement. 

This system is called Positive Behav-
ioral Interventions and Supports. PBIS 
is designed to deal with discipline prob-
lems in a research-based, experi-
mentally-verified way, based on one 
simple premise: stop problem behavior 
before it starts. The problem might be 
a general lack of discipline, increasing 
school violence, or a loss of instruc-
tional time because of behavioral 
issues. PBIS has shown that schools 
benefit from unified and efficient inter-
ventions that specifically teach, model, 
and reward good behavior, while pro-
viding consequences for problem behav-
ior. 

Kids are smart. When a school has 
clear and effective expectations, agreed 
to by the adults in the school, they re-
spond positively. When the expecta-
tions are disputed and ineffective, kids 
exploit the situation. 

PBIS shows positive results. At one 
school in Illinois, when PBIS was im-
plemented, suspensions decreased 85 
percent, there was more time for teach-
ing, and student test scores increased. 
It makes sense: with fewer disruptions, 
students can stay on task more, and so 
learn more. Successes such as these 
have been replicated in thousands of 
schools across the country. 

Today, I am proposing that we ex-
pand our support for this technical as-
sistance program in the Office of Spe-
cial Education Programs at the De-
partment of Education. PBIS has prov-
en itself, and has already been adopted 
by many schools. Let’s give all our 
children the benefit of high expecta-
tions and supports for good behavior. 
Let’s give all our schools the oppor-
tunity to adopt this system. Let’s sup-
port our kids by supporting PBIS. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. FRIST. I ask unanimous consent 
there now be a period of morning busi-
ness with Senators permitted to speak 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO CONGRESSMAN 
EDWARD R. ROYBAL 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it was a 
great privilege for me to serve in the 
House of Representatives. I loved my 
job in the House for a lot of reasons, 
one of which is I got to know a man by 
the name of Ed Roybal real well. Con-
gressman Ed Roybal died Monday. I 
will sure miss him. My thoughts and 

my prayers are with his wonderful fam-
ily. 

For those of us who knew him, it is a 
time to reflect and really be sad. I re-
member Congressman Roybal as a very 
quiet man, with an unwavering com-
mitment to justice and compassion. He 
was not much for giving speeches, but 
he was much for getting work done. He 
worked tirelessly over the past four 
decades on behalf of the poor, the el-
derly, those who are disenfranchised. 

To get a glimpse of the kind of man 
he was, here he is, a senior Member of 
the House of Representatives, chair-
man of the Aging Committee, and one 
of the leaders on the Appropriations 
Committee. My dear wife became ex-
tremely ill, and she spent more than a 
month at UCLA Medical Center. I had 
just been elected to the Senate. I would 
fly from here to L.A. Ed Roybal would 
meet me at the airport and drive me to 
the hospital. That is the kind of guy he 
was. 

He was always there for the people of 
California, just like he was there for 
his friend from Nevada. For the people 
of California and this country, he 
fought to increase educational, polit-
ical, and economic opportunities. 

As an advocate for Hispanics, he had 
no peer. He was a pioneer and a relent-
less leader. When he was young, Ed 
Roybal created an organization called 
Community Service Organization. This 
group began a crusade against dis-
crimination in housing, employment, 
and education and also conducted voter 
registration and get-out-the-vote 
drives within the Latino community. 

It is my understanding that he was 
the first Hispanic elected to the Los 
Angeles City Council—if not, he was 
one of the first. He was elected to Con-
gress in 1963, the first Hispanic from 
California to serve since 1879. When he 
came to Washington, Ed Roybal was 
one of the few people fighting for the 
progress of Latinos. There was no Con-
gressional Hispanic Caucus when he ar-
rived, so he created one. It was founded 
by Ed Roybal. Later in 1976, he helped 
create the National Association of 
Latino Elected and Appointed Officials. 

Getting more Hispanics involved in 
the political process was a passion of 
his, and he was a mentor of many 
Latinos. As part of this effort, he co-
founded the Congressional Hispanic 
Caucus Institute. To this day, this or-
ganization is bringing a new generation 
of talented Latinos into the political 
system and supporting them as they 
follow in Ed’s footsteps. 

I served on his Aging Committee. His 
fingerprints are all over the last major 
immigration bill we had here. I went to 
Ed Roybal to find out how I should 
vote. I had great confidence in his in-
tegrity. 

I wish we could all have known Ed as 
I felt I knew him. Everyone in Govern-
ment should have known Ed Roybal. 
He, to me, was a shining example of 
what Government is all about: selfless, 
compassionate, committed to equality. 
He lent his voice and his life to making 

the American dream a reality for ev-
eryone. 

On a more personal level, he loved to 
come to Las Vegas. He loved Las 
Vegas. I talked with his daughter, Lu-
cille, yesterday and reminded her of 
that. She said: Yes, but he always left 
his credit cards at home. He only took 
enough money so he could have a good 
time. He would be there for me. He did 
Hispanic conferences for me. He did 
Aging Committee hearings. He was al-
ways there for me. 

I know how proud he was of his 
daughter, Congresswoman Lucille Roy-
bal-Allard. She has taken up his cause, 
so his legacy lives on in her work. But 
the burden does not fall only on her; it 
falls on us all. 

When he died, opportunity lost one of 
its greatest champions. It is up to all 
of us to pick up on his absence and con-
tinue opening doors and building an 
America that works for everyone. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise to pay tribute to a great Amer-
ican, former Congressman Edward Roy-
bal, who passed away on October 24, 
2005, at the age of 89. 

My heartfelt sympathy goes out to 
his family, especially to his daughter, 
my friend and colleague, Congress-
woman LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

As his friends and family gather to 
pay tribute and celebrate Ed’s remark-
able life, I ask all of my colleagues to 
join with me in paying tribute to the 
memory of this outstanding public 
servant. 

Ed Roybal devoted over 50 years of 
his life to public service, 30 of those 
years as a Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives from 1962 to 1992. During 
that time, Ed was a steadfast advocate 
on behalf of those without a voice. 

His long and distinguished career in 
public service began in 1942. Having re-
turned to Los Angeles, upon comple-
tion of military service, he became a 
director of health education for the Los 
Angeles County Tuberculosis and 
Health Association. 

In 1949, he established the Commu-
nity Service Organization to advocate 
for the rights of minorities in the areas 
of housing, employment, and edu-
cation. That same year, he was elected 
to the Los Angeles City Council where 
he served until 1962. 

When Ed was first elected to the 
House of Representatives in 1962, he 
was the first Hispanic from California 
to serve in Congress since the 1879 elec-
tion of Romualdo Pacheco. 

During his three decades of service in 
the House, Ed worked tirelessly to pro-
tect the rights of minorities, the elder-
ly, and the physically challenged. 

Together with Senator Ralph 
Yarborough of Texas, he championed 
the 1968 Bilingual Education Act to as-
sist the Nation’s schools in meeting 
the educational needs of children who 
come from non-English speaking 
homes. Later, he worked to establish a 
Cabinet Committee on Opportunities 
for Spanish- speaking people. 

Ed Roybal was a national leader for 
the Latino Community. In 1976, he be-
came one of the founding members of 
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